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Mentoring research contends that although the benefits of a mentoring
relationship are primarily directed towards the protégés, mentoring relationships are
mutually beneficial and provide substantial career benefits to the mentor. Despite
increased attention on mentoring in development networks, the mentor’s perspective has
been notably neglected and the objective and subjective career benefits of mentors have
not been articulated. This dissertation seeks to redress this lack of understanding by
hypothesizing that mentoring fosters personal learning and objective and subjective
career success by leveraging the mentor’s network centrality. I also suggest that
emotional intelligence and proactive personality will enhance these career outcomes with
moderating effects. In addition to articulating the heretofore unexplored process through
which the positive career effects of participating in developmental networks are derived,
this paper extends knowledge by theorizing how providing mentoring creates stores of
social capital, which contributes to career success. In the mentoring literature, the career
success outcomes of mentors are more assumed than empirically known due to the
privation of longitudinal evidence to support these claims. This dissertation utilizes a

longitudinal study to examine the social networks and career success outcomes of
mentors within a developmental network with an investigation of the effects that a
mentor’s network centrality, proactive personality, and emotional intelligence have on the
career outcomes of mentoring others.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Work relationships form the core of organizational life, underpinning how
managers lead, how work is accomplished, and how employees manage their careers.
Mentoring relationships represent some of most influential work relationships in an
employee’s career (Ragins & Verbos, 2007). Mentoring relationships are collaborative
exchanges involving a more senior employee (mentor) who takes an active interest in a
more junior employee (protégé) by providing support, direction, and feedback regarding
personal development, career plans, and job performance (Allen, Eby, Poteet, Lentz, &
Lima, 2004; Byrne, Dik, & Chiaburu, 2008; Eby, Allen, Evans, Ng, & Dubois, 2008;
Ragins & Kram, 2007). Mentoring relationships have been shown to be immensely
beneficial and are associated with a wide variety of positive work outcomes (Allen et al.,
2004; Ghosh & Reio; 2013).
As career expectancies have shifted to shorter-term orientations (e.g., Briscoe &
Hall, 2006; Okhuysen, Lepak, Ashcraft, Labianca, Smith, & Steensma, 2013; Sullivan,
1999), the roles and content of mentoring relationships have evolved. With individuals
expected to work in organizations for shorter tenures (e.g., Cappeli, 2009; Eby, Butts, &
Lockwood, 2003; Kalleberg, 2009) and rapidly adapt to change (Lips-Wiersma & Hall,
2007; Lyons, Schweitzer, & Ng, 2015), there is increased pressure for the mentoring
process to occur in an expedited fashion to meet the integration and socialization needs of
1

employees. In contrast to traditional mentoring research which focused on dyadic
mentor-protégé relationships, more work has begun to recognize that successful
employees often rely on a network of mentors where developmental support comes from
multiple sources concurrently (e.g., Dansky, 1996; de Janasz, Sullivan, & Whiting, 2003;
Dobrow, Chandler, Murphy, & Kram, 2012; Higgins & Kram, 2001; Higgins & Thomas,
2001). This research stream builds upon Kram’s (1985) initial predication that mentoring
takes place in “constellations”, now called developmental networks, where multiple
individuals offer mentoring support as necessary or desired (Dobrow et al., 2012;
Higgins, Chandler, & Kram, 2007; Higgins & Kram, 2001). Collectively, mentoring
sources are represented by a continuum of relationships, which serve the various
developmental needs of protégés.
Within a developmental network, the content and emphasis of mentoring
relationships largely depend on the goals of the individuals involved in what they hope to
achieve from each relationship. Broadly, there are two types of mentoring support
provided to protégés: psychosocial and career-related (Kram, 1985). Psychosocial
support functions enhance an employee’s sense of competence, identity, and
effectiveness through acceptance, confirmation, counseling, friendship, and role
modeling (e.g., Allen, 2003; Kram & Isabella 1985; Russell & Adams, 1997). Careerrelated support functions include sponsorship, coaching, exposure, visibility, protection,
and challenging work assignments (e.g., Allen et al., 2004; Dreher & Ash, 1990; Holt,
Markova, Dhaenens, Marler, Heilmann, 2016). Although protégés clearly derive benefits
from these relationships, there is considerable potential for mentors to accumulate
benefits as well, regardless of their individual motivations for engaging in developmental
2

relationships (e.g., Janssen, van Vuuren, & de Jong, 2014; Haggard, Dougherty, Turban,
& Wilbanks, 2011).
Mentoring theory contends that although the benefits of a mentoring relationship
are primarily directed towards the protégés, mentoring relationships are mutually
beneficial and should provide substantial benefits to the mentor (Allen, 2007; Kram,
1985; Ghosh & Reio, 2013). While considerable research in the mentoring literature has
been conducted from the protégé’s perspective, significantly less attention has been
directed towards the outcomes for mentors. Some research suggests that mentors garner
benefits from providing mentoring (Bozionelos, 2004; Bozionelos, Bozionelos,
Kostopoulos, & Polychroniou, 2011; Chun, Sosik, & Yun, 2012; Ghosh & Reio, 2013;
Scandura, 1992; Wanberg, Kammeyer-Mueller, & Marchese, 2006; Wang, Hu, Hurst, &
Yang, 2014; Weinberg & Lankau, 2011). However, beyond initial support for this
proposition, largely supported by the concept of mutuality, the literature takes an abstract
view and often fails to articulate how mentors are rewarded for their investments in
developing others. In particular, researchers have yet to examine the career-related
outcomes derived from participating in developmental networks (for a review, see
Dobrow et al., 2012). In this regard, the intrinsic and extrinsic career benefits for
fulfilling mentoring functions are more assumed than empirically known. Beyond the
point that very little research demonstrates the benefits for mentors in providing
mentoring support to others, the process through which mentors accrue these benefits
remains unknown.
More consideration is also needed regarding how the extent to which a mentor
engages in mentoring relationships influences career outcomes. For example, some
3

mentors may be heavily immersed in employee development and offer support to many
protégés. Conversely, other mentors may emphasize high-quality support and limit their
mentoring to fewer employees yet remain just as invested in supporting others.
Additionally, some mentors may be highly selective in choosing rising stars as their
protégés (Ragins & Kram, 2007; Singh, Ragins, & Tharenou, 2009), whereas others may
emphasize perceived similarity and identification and adopt protégés that others view as
less desirable (Humberd & Rouse, 2016). While these individuals are undoubtedly
valuable to their organizations, the career success outcomes for the mentoring support
they provide may be quite different. These examples illustrate the complexity of
developmental relationships and suggest that network variables may be key in
understanding how benefits accrue to mentors (Dobrow et al., 2012; Higgins & Kram,
2001).
The effects of providing mentoring gain an additional layer of intricacy when
considering that organizations are complex networks comprised of many series of
developmental relationships. As far as protégés are supported by multiple mentors, most
mentors receive mentoring support themselves and may have overlapping protégés with
other mentors within the organization. In this capacity, certain network configurations
may be more advantageous to mentors (Dobrow et al., 2012). Moreover, the network’s
structure may be a determining factor in the relationships between mentoring support and
career success outcomes (Dobrow et al., 2012; Higgins & Kram, 2001).
Within the collective series of relationships that comprise a developmental
network, individuals can position themselves centrally, peripherally, or in-between.
Centralized positions in workplace networks are often considered advantageous because
4

the individuals who occupy these positions have more resources and social capital than
those on periphery (Burt, 2002). Research indicates that the individuals in centralized
positions receive higher performance ratings (Mehra, Kilduff, & Brass, 2001), receive
more promotions (Burt, 2005; Seibert, Kraimer, & Liden, 2001), and better respond to
organizational change (Sasovova, Mehra, Borgatti, & Schippers, 2010; Vardaman, Amis,
Dyson, Wright, & Van de Graaff Randolph, 2012) due to social capital that is available
from being central in networks. Therefore, it seems likely that social network position
would also influence the career success benefits captured by mentors’ relationships with
protégés. As mentors continue to fulfill mentoring functions in the firm, protégés should
begin to recognize the individuals who provide them with this valuable support.
Recognition of development efforts can be accomplished by increasing the quality of
their relationships or by extending their support to additional protégés (Eby, Durley,
Evans, & Ragins, 2006). Resultantly, mentors become more influential in the broader
field of developmental relationships that comprise the firm, especially if their protégés
are impactful. As such, network centrality is an intervening mechanism that accounts for
the career success and personal learning mentors derive from being participants in a
developmental network.
The varying strategies of mentors also point to the consideration of personal
characteristics, which may accentuate centrality effects and the career success benefits
one achieves for their efforts. We understand little about the personal characteristics of
successful mentors, and two reviews have specifically called for more research in this
area (Allen, 2007; Dobrow et al., 2012). Due to their influence in managing relationships
and predicting career success (Rode, Arthuad-Day, Ramiswami, & Howes, 2017; Seibert,
5

Crant, & Kraimer, 2001), emotional intelligence and proactive personality are important
qualities of successful mentors and will likely impact social network position of mentors
and the career benefits they receive. Proactivity and the ability to navigate the emotions
of others are quite important both when building a network (i.e. translating mentoring
provided into centrality) and when drawing on the social capital associated with being
centrally located in a mentoring or developmental network to grow one’s career.
Individuals with high levels of proactive personality are more likely to seek out and take
advantage of opportunities in their environment and may be more likely to initiate
mentoring relationships. Individuals with high levels of emotional intelligence have the
interpersonal skills necessary to facilitate effective mentoring exchanges (Cherniss,
2007). For these reasons, I posit that these two characteristics will have moderating
effects on the relational benefits derived from mentoring activity.
Beyond preliminary evidence demonstrating that mentors are more successful in
their careers than non-mentors, current findings on the career success outcomes of
mentors are notably limited by cross-sectional designs. Allen (2007) addresses that
current methodologies have left a critical question regarding the causal direction of
mentor-centric findings unanswered: does mentoring behavior predict career success or
does career success predict mentoring behavior? The issue is particularly relevant
because successful individuals are more likely to be viewed as attractive mentors and
favorable positions to provide mentoring support (Ghosh & Reio, 2013). Overall, the
relationship between mentoring and career success should be a reinforcing process
(Allen, 2007). Individuals who mentor others should be rewarded with career benefits
and viewed as attractive mentors, supporting the premise that success begets success.
6

Although cross-sectional designs provide initial support, these studies bear insufficient
evidence to demonstrate that providing mentoring engenders career benefits. A causal
link can only be uncovered through designs which examine the benefits providing
mentoring over a period in a mentor’s career. Consequently, researchers have repeatedly
cited the need for longitudinal studies (e.g., Allen, 2007; Allen, Eby, Chao, & Bauer,
2017; Bozionelos, 2004; Dobrow et al., 2012; Ghosh & Reio, 2013).
In this dissertation, I offer a theoretical model that illustrates the role of a
mentor’s social network and personal characteristics in the generation of social capital
and the receipt of career success. Drawing on the insights of social capital theory, I
hypothesize that a mentor’s network centrality, emotional intelligence, and proactive
personality will differentially impact the objective and subjective career success benefits
received from mentoring others. Given that the benefits of mentoring are the result of
social relationships which aid in the pursuit of individual and organizational goals, social
capital theory should provide insight to our understanding of the career consequences of
providing mentoring. Subsequently, I test for the hypothesized relationships regarding
objective career success with a time-lagged design which offers advancements over
research that is static or cross-sectional in nature. Consequently, the outlined research
design provides the ability to explore mentoring phenomena in a more dynamic fashion
(Pitariu & Ployhart, 2010). The model representing the relationships tested in this study
are presented in Figure 1.1. This figure illustrates the hypothesized relationships
involving mentoring provided, network centrality, two individual characteristics of
mentors; proactive personality and emotional intelligence, and three mentoring outcomes:
objective career success, subjective career success, and personal learning.
7

In addition to the primary research goals introduced above, this dissertation also
aims to contribute to the mentoring and social networks literature in several other
theoretical and practical ways. First, my study should shed some light on the mentordeveloper debate (Dobrow et al., 2012; Higgins & Kram, 2001). The network
perspective of mentoring has awoken conceptual challenges that are currently unresolved
in the mentoring literature. This study will expressly investigate the link between
providing mentoring and career success and illuminate the process through which
mentors accumulate career success. Examining network centrality as an intervening
variable between mentoring provided and important career outcomes will aid in this
pursuit.
Second, the methods utilized provide for an encompassing examination of
mentoring provided within an organization. Given the context and network perspective
of this study, we are not limited to the outcomes of a formal mentoring program nor
restricted to only informal mentoring relationships. Thus, there is an opportunity to more
freely examine the outcomes of multiple mentoring relationships as they naturally occur.
This is a consideration not reflected in many mentoring studies (e.g., studies appended to
the participants of a formal mentoring program) and is a strong reason why exploring
developmental networks is so enlightening. I build upon existing empirical support for
the conceptualization of development networks through a predominant examination of
the mentor’s perspective (e.g., de Janasz & Sullivan, 2004; Higgins, Dobrow, &
Chandler, 2008; Higgins & Thomas, 2001). Despite the increased recognition of network
mentoring, the few prior empirical studies have focused exclusively on protégé outcomes.
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Accordingly, there is a unique opportunity to expand our understanding of the benefits of
mentoring networks from the perspective of the mentor.
Third, while one of the prevailing objectives of this study is to examine personal
characteristics of successful mentors, I also indirectly contribute to the social network
literature by testing the role of emotional intelligence and proactive personality in
accentuating the relationships between mentoring provided and network centrality, and
that of network centrality and career success. Testing these relationships will also
illuminate our understanding of the impact that these favorable characteristics have on
social network position. Given the recognized benefits that centrally located individuals
have been shown to receive, personal characteristics have been the subject of significant
interest (for a review, see Fang et al., 2015). Therefore, as a natural byproduct of the
primary research goals of this dissertation, some insight will also be gained regarding
how an individual’s proactive personality and emotional intelligence influences their
position in a social network.
Collectively, this dissertation provides a dynamic examination of the social
networks and career success outcomes of mentors. Utilizing social capital theory, this
dissertation should provide demonstrative evidence behind the contention that mentoring
others produces positive career outcomes for mentors. Given the widely accepted
benefits that mentoring provides to individuals and organizations, quality mentors are
highly sought after; however, mentoring requires substantial commitments of time and
effort (Ragins & Scandura, 1999). Mentor-centric research on the merits of providing
mentoring to others may notably encourage employees to further invest in mentoring
relationships (Chun et al., 2012). Furthermore, this study may encourage individuals to
9

develop their social capital by engaging in developmental relationships and supporting
the careers of others, even though they may lack the classical qualifications of traditional
mentors (Higgins & Kram, 2001). By investigating the effects of a mentor’s social
network position, proactive personality, and emotional intelligence in determining the
career benefits received from providing mentoring support, I make contributions to the
much-neglected study of mentors in the mentoring literature. With an integration of the
social networks, personality, and mentoring literatures, this dissertation enriches our
understanding of the mentoring relationships and presents practical implications and
research avenues of compelling interest.

Figure 1.1

Hypothesized model of mentoring and career success
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
Developmental Networks
Beyond formal organizational structure, organizations are comprised of informal
relationships in which individuals are linked to facilitate the exchange of information,
social support, influence, and material goods to accomplish their goals (Cross & Parker,
2004). These relationships exist in many forms depending on basis of their formation
and the resources exchanged (Burt, Kilduff, & Tasseli, 2013). Whereas a friendship
network is characterized by friendships in the organization, an advice network is
concerned with advice-giving ties. Developmental networks are emerging as another
important social network form in determining workplace outcomes. Developmental
networks are comprised of the individuals (mentors) who take an active interest toward
advancing a protégé’s career (Higgins & Kram, 2001).
Within a developmental network, mentors provide varying amounts of
psychosocial and career-related mentoring support to protégés as necessary or desired.
Psychosocial support enhances an employee’s sense of competence, identity, and
effectiveness through acceptance, confirmation, counseling, friendship, and role
modeling (e.g., Hu, Wang, Yang, & Wu, 2014; Mitchell, Eby, & Ragins, 2015). Careerrelated mentoring includes providing sponsorship, coaching, exposure, visibility,
protection, and challenging work assignments (e.g., Allen et al., 2004; Ghosh & Reio,
11

2013; Humberd & Rouse, 2016). These constructs are complimentary to expressive and
instrumental ties; however, developmental networks are conceptualized differently for
several relational aspects (Dobrow et al., 2012; Umphress, Labianca, Brass, Kass, &
Scholten, 2003). First and foremost is fundamentally the developer’s active interest and
involvement in advancing another’s career. Second, mentoring relationships are
considered multidimensional in nature (Feeney & Bozeman 2008, Kram, 1985).
Individuals in these networks are comparably different due to the broad range of content
exchanged between parties. As mentors occupy a variety of roles, such as coach,
sponsor, advisor, protector, friend, and role-model (Kram, 1985), the scope of support
provided is wider and the overlap between types of support is considered greater
(Dobrow et al., 2012). Third, as mentoring relationships develop over time, there is the
inherent long-term emphasis of employee development beyond shorter term, taskoriented objectives.
The network perspective of mentoring has emerged to describe mentoring in
contemporary careers. This recognition is significant for multiple reasons. In the modern
workplace, mentoring is widely promoted and expected as part of leadership and
management responsibilities (Wanberg, Welsh, & Hezlett, 2003). Mentoring
opportunities have also expanded thanks to the proliferation of mentoring programs
which aim to cultivate meaningful developmental relationships (e.g., Chun et al., 2012;
Wanberg et al., 2006). In today’s fast-paced careers, employees work at multiple
organizations with shorter tenures, creating a need for faster socialization and integration
in the organization (e.g., Kalleberg, 2009; Sullivan, 1999). Employees are also expected
to rapidly respond to change and renew their capabilities (Allen et al., 2017). As
12

mentoring relationships take time to develop and can require significant effort on behalf
of mentors, the presence of multiple mentors can be useful in bridging gaps in a protégé’s
development (e.g., Byrne et al., 2008; Allen, McManus, & Russell, 2007). Access to a
network of mentors often aids in meeting the needs of protégés (Higgins & Kram, 2001).
Although mentoring is recognized as a key developmental task for mid-career employees
(Levinson, 1978), junior employees may also take an active role in providing mentoring
support (Allen, 2003; McManus & Russell, 2007).
Mentoring Content and Quality
The emerging emphasis on developmental networks has returned attention to
alternative mentoring sources who may aid in employee development in smaller, yet
meaningful ways. Within a developmental network, individuals may fulfill some
mentoring functions, but not others. As previously mentioned, the content and emphasis
of mentoring relationships within a developmental network largely depends on the needs
and goals of the individuals involved (Scandura & Pelligrini, 2010). In this regard,
mentors provide varying degrees of career-related and psychosocial support as necessary
(Dobrow et al., 2012; Higgins & Kram, 2001). Whereas a relationship between two peers
may focus exclusively on psychosocial mentoring functions with the aim to aid employee
socialization, a nascent supervisor-subordinate relationship may be comprised of mostly
career-related mentoring that is strictly job-specific and still yet be encouraging of a
protégé to turn elsewhere for discussions of career plans.
Mentoring can occur across any professional level, but the hierarchical difference
between mentors and protégés often influences which mentoring functions are best
provided in the relationship (Eby, 1997; Ensher, Thomas, & Murphy, 2001). For
13

example, peers may be better suited towards socialization and psychosocial mentoring
functions than others (Ensher et al., 2001). Additionally, subordinates are prime sources
for knowledge sharing of emerging technologies, the mindsets of younger generations,
and day-to-day encouragement (Chaudhuri & Ghosh, 2012; Murphy, 2012). Other
functions, such as protection and sponsorship naturally require a degree of power
distance to be viable. Research also indicates that different mentoring functions can
influence different mentoring outcomes (Ragins & Kram, 2007). Receiving career
support has been shown to be a stronger predictor of objective career success outcomes
like job level or promotions, whereas psychosocial support more closely ties with
subjective outcomes such as satisfaction with one’s career or relationship with a mentor
(Allen et al., 2004; Ensher et al., 2001). Collectively, mentoring support helps protégés
obtain promotions, earn better compensation, and be more satisfied with their jobs and
careers (Allen et al., 2004).
Established, high-quality mentoring relationships may be multiplex, characterized
by high levels of emotional intimacy, individual identification, trust, and mutual growth
(Ashforth, Schinoff, & Rogers, 2016; Dutton & Heaphy, 2003; Eby, Rhodes, & Allen,
2010; Humberd & Rouse, 2016). In multiplex mentoring relationships, I am referring to
those which are well-rounded and multi-faceted where a mentor provides both
psychosocial and career-related mentoring and fulfills several roles in the protégé’s life.
Conversely, on the lowest side of relationship spectrum of quality, there are some
mentoring relationships which may have dysfunctional or destructive outcomes (Eby &
McManus, 2004; Scandura, 1998).

14

Mentoring sources can be described as formal or informal (Ragins & Cotton,
1999). More formalized mentoring sources are organizationally-mandated, such as in a
mentoring program, whereas informal mentoring sources develop naturally based upon
perceived competence and interpersonal comfort (Chao, Walz, & Gardner, 1992; Holt et
al., 2016). Mentoring relationships progress over time, evolving through various life
cycles as individual needs change (Chao, 1997; Humberd & Rouse, 2016; Kram, 1985).
In this capacity, mentoring relationships can range considerably in terms of quality (Eby
et al., 2010; Humberd & Rouse, 2016; Ragins & Verbos, 2007).
Mentors versus Developers: Who Qualifies as a Mentor?
The mentoring literature presents mentors as a somewhat confusing
conglomeration of roles including: coach, role model, advisor, friend, sponsor, protector,
leader, and counselor (Kram, 1985). Early definitions of traditional mentors
distinguished mentors from other organizational members based on dimensions of power,
focus of assistance, and emotional intensity (Scandura & Pelligrini, 2010; Wanberg et al.,
2003). In this regard, traditional mentoring research focused on a singular, hierarchical,
and multiplex relationship that exists between a more senior (mentor) and a more junior
employee (protégé) for an extended period. In reflection of the changing nature of
careers, the network perspective of mentoring research has adopted a more inclusive
approach by recognizing that mentoring is provided by a wide variety of work sources
who contribute to an employee’s well-being (Higgins & Kram, 2001; Dobrow et al.,
2012). Sources of mentoring can include a variety of individuals including peers,
subordinates, senior managers, and supervisors (Dobrow et al., 2012). In this vein,
individuals receive marginal mentor support from a variety of sources not traditionally
15

viewed as mentors (i.e., peers, subordinates). In the developmental network literature,
scholars have termed these individuals “developers.” These individuals (developers)
provide what is typically viewed as mentoring but may fail to meet necessary criteria to
be identified as a mentor. Research has shown that developmental networks often
include four to five supporting individuals, which is notably more expansive, than dyadic
or multiple mentoring approaches, yet still encompasses more than traditional mentoring
sources (e.g., Higgins & Kram, 2001).
Mentoring relationships are individually unique in that what may be meaningful
to one protégé may not be to another (Eby et al., 2010). Although mentoring scholars
generally agree on what constitutes mentoring support, there is an intriguing debate
regarding who exactly qualifies as a mentor (Dougherty & Dreher, 2007; Haggard et al.,
2011; Higgins & Kram, 2001). At the heart is the notion that mentoring relationships
vary considerably in terms of strength among the dimensions of emotional intimacy,
relationship duration, and the functions of the relationship (e.g., Eby, Rhodes, & Allen,
2010). At the essence of the argument is the question, does having a mentor mean the
same as having mentoring provided? Generally, it is evident that the field prefers to
adopt a broader, more relaxed answer to the ‘who is a mentor’ question as mentoring
varies along the range of quality (Dougherty & Dreher: 2007; Haggard et al., 2011;
Ragins & Verbos, 2007). The term ‘developer’ is even more inclusive and has been a
solution to avoid diluting the conceptualization of ‘mentor’ (Higgins & Kram, 2001),
though it leads to some confusion when discussing who provides mentoring support.
As this dissertation examines mentoring support from the perspective of mentors,
I feel it is appropriate to afford ‘developers’ the capability of being ‘mentors’ as these
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individuals have the potential to be identified as such by protégés. As this manuscript is
concerned with mentoring from the source’s perspective, I do so for the sake of clarity
and not to diminish the mentor-developer distinction. Ultimately, a mentor is identified
by a protégé and developmental relationships may vary widely in terms of quality and
content (Dougherty & Dreher, 2007; Haggard et al., 2011). Some mentoring work has
warned that researchers should be cognizant of this issue when operationalizing sources
of developmental support in their studies as the term mentor can carry a strong
connotation (Dougherty & Dreher, 2007).
Whereas being identified as a ‘mentor’ by a protégé marks a strong relationship,
mentoring support often comes from several sources. For example, individuals may
receive mentoring support, yet still feel uncomfortable in identifying someone as their
mentor. In addition, these mentoring sources may even come from individuals more
traditionally viewed as peers (Allen, Russell, Maetzke, 1997). Therefore, consistent with
these positions, I stress defining mentoring by the support provided rather than casting a
narrow definition for who qualifies as a mentor (Haggard et al., 2011; Higgins & Kram,
2001). The career benefits associated with being a mentor will still materialize for junior
members as they provide mentoring support to newcomers and peers; however, the role
of network centrality of mentors should influence the career benefits they receive from
providing mentoring support.
Social Capital Theory
Born from theories of social exchange (Adler & Kwon, 2002), the major premise
of social capital theory is that individuals derive considerable value from the collection of
relationships in which they engage and maintain (Coleman, 1988; Lin, Cook, & Burt,
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2017; Seibert, Kraimer, & Liden, 2001). As with other forms of capital, such as physical,
economic, or human capital, the word ‘capital’ carries the connotation that assets are
created from investments. Social capital refers specifically to the assets engendered from
investments in social relationships (Hezlett & Gibson, 2007). Social capital consists of
the information, trust, resources, support, and goodwill gained from relationships which
aid in the accomplishment of individual and organizational goals (Coleman, 1990;
Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998; Seibert, Kraimer, & Liden, 2001). Social capital theory
advocates that an individual’s success is determined by their network of relationships.
To generate social capital, individuals invest in social relationships to gain access
to the resources of others within a group or network (Lin et al., 2001). In turn,
individuals can be described by their ties, which refer to the individual relationships that
link them to others in their network (Scott, 2017). The collective sets of these social ties
from which social capital accrue are called social networks. Applications of social
capital theory are generally based upon the notion that those who do better are they
themselves better connected (Burt, 2000). Social capital theory posits that an individual’s
access to information, available influence, and ability to enact change is determined by
their social network as individuals must leverage the support of others to accomplish their
goals (Brass, Galaskiewicz, Greve, & Tsai, 2004; Thompson, 2005). Consequently, one
application where social capital theory is particularly useful is as an explanation of career
success (e.g., Burt, 2002; Podolny & Baron, 1997; Seibert. Kraimer, & Liden, 2001;
Thompson, 2005). Mentors must work with and delegate to others to accomplish
organizational tasks, so it is imperative that they build stocks of social capital in the
workplace to be successful.
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Social network researchers have led efforts in formulating and testing theories
related to social capital and multiple approaches have been introduced (Seibert, Kraimer,
& Liden, 2001). Network researchers examine social capital variables of individuals
based on the strength, quality, and extent of their social ties (Adler & Kwon, 2002; Lin et
al., 2001). The first consideration of social capital involves relationship strength.
Broadly, social ties can be considered strong or weak based upon dimensions of
emotional intensity, frequency of interaction, and relationship breadth (Adler & Kwon,
2002; Granovetter, 1973). Weak ties are considered externally-focused in the sense that
they serve as “bridging” forms of social capital between individuals who are indirectly
connected as potential sources of unique information and resources (Seibert, Kraimer, &
Liden, 2001; Adler & Kwon, 2002).
In contrast to the distant and casual nature of weak ties, strong ties are internallyfocused and considered “bonding” forms of social capital, because the emphasis is on
strengthening the existing relationship between directly-connected individuals (Adler &
Kwon, 2002; Hezlett & Gibson, 2007). Although the degree will vary, existing
mentoring relationships typically match conceptualization of strong ties, particularly
when high-quality, or multiplex. Alternatively, nascent mentoring relationships may be
considered weak ties. Individuals in these relationships may be opportunistic or
entrepreneurial (Higgins & Kram, 2001), by attempting to occupy structural holes, or
gaps in their network, which allow them to reap the benefits of connecting otherwise
unconnected individuals (Burt, 2002).
In this light, a related approach to the advantages of weak ties examines an
individual’s position to take advantage of the current structure of their social network. In
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structural approaches to social capital, comparisons between individuals are made based
on their location in the social network. Within the collective series of relationships which
comprise social networks, individuals can be positioned centrally, peripherally, or
somewhere in-between. In most cases, centralized positions in workplace networks are
considered advantageous, because the individuals who occupy these positions have more
resources to utilize than those on periphery (Brass & Burkhardt, 1993). Research has
demonstrated that centralized individuals receive higher performance ratings (Mehra,
Kilduff, & Brass, 2001), receive more promotions (Burt, 2005; Seibert, Kraimer, &
Liden, 2001), and better cope with organizational changes (Sasovova et al., 2010;
Vardaman et al., 2012). The structural holes approach to social capital emphasizes that
centralized individuals are in premier positions to take advantage of the structural holes
within a network, and occupy brokerage positions, where they have the potential to link
otherwise unconnected individuals, thereby enhancing their resource opportunities (Burt,
1992). By brokering these interactions, these individuals will experience greater access
to information, control over resources and outcomes, and opportunities for visibility
(Sasovova et al., 2010).
Finally, an alternative but integral component of social capital stresses the content
of social relationships by considering the needs and wants of the individuals in a
relationship (Lin et al., 2001). This stream of research emphasizes the nature of
relationships, rather than the strength of the ties, insofar as the compatibility of the needs
and wants of individuals becomes a source of social capital (Lin, Ensel, & Vaughn, 1981;
Seibert, Kraimer, & Liden, 2001). In this regard, isolated bursts of psychosocial and
career-related mentoring termed “mentoring episodes” can be recognized as valuable
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sources of social capital because an immediate need or want is being fulfilled, between a
mentor and a protégé, without much concern to the intensity or longevity of the
relationship (Kram & Ragins, 2007). In this scenario, and particularly in retrospect, an
individual may be appreciated for pivotal moments in the development of another without
any substantial history existing between them.
Mentoring as a relational activity involves each of these components of social
capital theory in considering the promotion of career success outcomes (Ragins & Kram,
2007; Seibert, Kraimer, & Liden, 2001). At the height of positive organizational
behaviors are the high-quality mentoring relationships which produce a multitude of
positive work outcomes (Hezlett & Gibson, 2007; Ragins & Verbos, 2007). Mentoring
relationships are an essential source of social capital due to their fundamental purpose of
developing employees and advancing careers (Adler & Kwon, 2002; Eby et al., 2006;
Seibert, Kraimer, & Liden, 2001). In addition, mentoring is a major source of social
capital due to its relational components, which foster trust and facilitate the flow of
information (Hezlett & Gibson, 2007; Mullen & Noe, 1999). As mentoring relationships
progress, trust and commitment are fostered while key information is exchanged between
mentors and their protégés (e.g., Hezlett & Gibson, 2007; Payne & Huffman, 2005).
Collectively, there is strong rationale for social capital theory to be used as a basis to
inform our understanding of the career consequences of providing mentoring support.
Proximal Benefits of Providing Mentoring Support
Within developmental networks, mentoring sources may include senior managers,
peers, subordinates, or supervisors. Regardless of their standing in the organization in
relation to protégés, mentors receive short-term, proximal benefits from providing
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mentoring support to others which, in concert, should lead to the achievement of their
own career success goals (Eby et al., 2006). These benefits to mentors can be
summarized into four categories: increased information, improvement of protégés,
rewards for prosocial behavior, and personal learning through leadership development.
The remaining sections of the literature review will serve two major purposes: to review
the typical benefits of mentoring others which ultimately precede the receipt of career
success outcomes and to discuss the operationalization of career success.
Information Exchange
One perspective of mentoring considers mentoring relationships as an information
exchange between the mentor and protégé (Mullen, 1994; Mullen & Noe, 1999). In this
capacity, mentors over the course of their relationship become privy to the affective
reactions of their protégés. Similarly, mentors also obtain feedback regarding the
organization as newcomers are socialized (Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992). This
information may include evaluations, expectations, and reactions to impression
management (Leary & Kowalski, 1990). The information exchanged during the
mentoring relationship may pertain to the mentor or the organization (Mullen, 1994).
Given that work is a relational activity, mentors also obtain revealing day-to-day
information from their protégés during mentoring episodes (Allen & Poteet, 2011).
Congruently, providing mentoring can be viewed as a networking activity as taking an
active involvement in another’s career can strengthen and build relationships within a
mentor’s network (e.g., de Janasz & Forret, 2008; de Janasz et al., 2003; Feeney &
Bozeman, 2008). Networking activities of this nature are often positively connected to
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career mobility as the flow of information to a mentor is enhanced (Wolff & Moser,
2010).
Improvement of Protégés
It is well-supported that there are significant benefits related to receiving
mentoring support (Allen et al., 2004; Eby et al., 2008). Many of these outcomes
indirectly benefit mentors as well. Specifically, mentors should benefit from the better
work, loyalty, and commitment of their protégés. Research suggests that mentoring is an
integral component of fostering commitment extending to the mentor on an individuallevel beyond the organization (Dhaenens, Marler, Vardaman, & Chrisman, 2018; Payne
& Huffman, 2005). Commitment between individuals is particularly enhanced through
the process of mutual identification between the mentor and the protégé as the
relationship progresses (Ashforth, Schinoff, & Rogers, 2016; Humberd & Rouse, 2016).
These studies are foundationally supported by social exchange theory with the notion that
mentoring support is exchanged for loyalty and commitment. The basic tenet of social
exchange theory being that as negotiated rules and norms of reciprocity are followed, a
trusting and loyal relationship will develop over time (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). In
these capacities, social capital is engendered through relationships with protégés.
Resultantly, protégés and mentors experience positive levels of job satisfaction (Allen et
al., 2004; Ghosh & Reio, 2013). Objectively, mentors often receive higher performance
evaluations than non-mentors (e.g., Gentry, Weber, & Sadri, 2008; Liu, Liu, Kwan, &
Mao, 2009).
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Rewards for Prosocial Behavior
Another substantial vein of mentor-centric literature considers mentoring to be a
prosocial behavior (Allen, 2003; Allen, 2007; Tepper & Taylor, 2003). As a prosocial
behavior, one considerable motivation of mentors is altruism and helping others (Allen,
2003; Hu, Wang, Yang, & Wu, 2014). Consequently, there is evidence that mentors reap
both intrinsic and extrinsic rewards for their prosocial behavior (Allen, 2007). From a
subjective standpoint, mentoring relationships are a conduit for individuals to pass along
accumulated knowledge and insight to others (Bozionelos, 2004). In this regard, mentors
may gain additional meaning and satisfaction from helping less experienced coworkers
(Ragins & Scandura, 1999). Other research has shown support that providing mentoring
reduces mentors’ perceptions of hierarchical and job-content plateaus, which can notably
diminish satisfaction in their jobs and careers (Lentz & Allen, 2009; Wang, Hu, Hurst, &
Yang, 2014). In objective terms, mentors play an instrumental role in the firm’s
employee development. Mentoring relationships are an outlet for employees to
contribute to the overall success of the firm by aiding in the development of others. By
spending time and effort in supporting others, mentors can potentially signal to
organizational leaders that their own responsibilities are ready for growth. Mentors may
also be indirectly rewarded with bonuses and salary increases as a measure of goodwill
for their efforts (Allen, 2007).
Personal Learning and Leadership Development
Through mentoring exchanges, it has also been suggested that mentors can
become more effective and efficient by delegating some of their own responsibilities to
their protégés (Bozionelos, 2004). In doing so, protégés gain valuable experience in new
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areas while their mentors can focus on other pressing matters. Mentoring is a vehicle for
personal learning across all career stages and ranks (Lankau & Scandura, 2002; Lankau
& Scandura, 2007). In a six-month study, personal learning mediated the relationship
between mentoring provided and in-role job performance (Liu et al., 2009). Other
researchers suggest that mentoring relationships, especially those in formal training
programs, provide a ripe environment for junior employees to develop and sharpen their
leadership skills (Ghosh, Haynes, & Kram, 2013; Solansky, 2010).
Career Success Outcomes of Mentors: Existing Empirical Support
Together, the four previously mentioned areas of proximal benefits of providing
mentoring support generate the necessary social capital that I propose spur positive
changes in a mentor’s career success. In this section, I review extant empirical support
regarding mentoring and career success. These mentoring studies provide initial
evidence that providing mentoring is positively associated with career success. In a study
of healthcare professionals, Allen, Lentz, and Day (2006) compared mentors and nonmentors and found that past experiences mentoring others was positively related to
greater compensation, number of promotions, and higher levels of career satisfaction.
Bozionelos (2004) found that the perceived amount of mentoring provided by a mentor is
positively associated with the number of promotions since joining and subjective
evaluations of success in university administrators. In a follow-up study of managers in
the general population, Bozionelos and colleagues (2011) found that mentoring provided
was related to objective and career success measures, but counterintuitively was not
related to affective organizational commitment. Lentz and Allen (2009) found evidence
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that those who had mentored in the past reported higher levels of job satisfaction and
organizational commitment.
Evidenced by the studies above, the literature demonstrates initial support that
providing mentors offers career benefits; however, the empirical work on the benefits to
mentors is notably limited by cross-sectional designs causing researchers to repeatedly
cite the need for longitudinal studies (e.g., Allen, 2007; Bozionelos, 2004; Ghosh & Reio,
2013). Recently, several longitudinal studies have contributed to the investigation effort
by examining some mentoring outcomes from the mentor’s perspective (Chun et al.,
2012; Liu et al, 2009; Malmgren, Ottino, & Amaral, 2010; Weinberg & Lankau, 2011).
However, these studies (Chun et al., 2012; Liu et al., 2009; Malmgren, Ottino, & Amaral,
2010; Weinberg & Lankau, 2011) specifically examined mentoring within a formal
program and emphasized positive outcomes other than those concerning the mentor’s
career. Chun and colleagues (2012) provide evidence that serving as a mentor promotes
higher levels of transformational leadership, organizational commitment, and affective
well-being. In a Chinese sample of technical support workers, mentoring was positively
related to personal learning, social status, and job performance (Liu et al., 2009).
Weinberg and Lankau (2011) explored the effects a mentor’s organizational commitment,
time spent, and gender had on protégés’ reports of mentoring provided and mentor
satisfaction. In a unique study across centuries of mathematicians, Malmgren, Ottino,
and Amaral (2010) found that junior mentors who mentor a high number of individuals
bear protégés who go on to mentor far more protégés of their own than expected, thereby
lending reinforcing support for developmental networks. Conversely, and contrary to
expectations, prolific senior mentors did not bear protégés with similar levels of success
26

(Malmgren et al., 2010). Although these longitudinal studies address mentoring
outcomes, they do not directly address the career success benefits of being a mentor. As
such, this dissertation proposes the first truly mentor-centric longitudinal study of the
career success outcomes of informal mentoring relationships and the first mentor-centric
study of developmental networks.
Career Success
Although the primary purpose of providing mentoring support in the workplace is
to develop more successful employees (Allen et al., 2004), mentoring relationships are
mutually beneficial, and the benefits ascribed to mentors are similar to those of protégés
(Ghosh & Reio, 2013). Before moving onto specific hypotheses regarding mentoring in
developmental networks and career success, it is important to discuss what career success
means and how it will be operationalized. Career success is defined as the
“accomplishment of desirable work-related outcomes at any point in a person’s work
experiences over time” (Arthur, Khapova, & Wilderom, 2005, p. 179). Career success is
measured both subjectively and objectively and can be represented in a variety of
different ways. Objective career success can be represented by variables such as work
performance (e.g., innovations, articles published), compensation, hierarchical position,
promotions, and marketability (both internal and external to the firm) (e.g., Eby et al.,
2003; Ng, Eby, Sorensen, & Feldman, 2005). Conversely, subjective career success is in
the eye of the beholder and is often expressed by variables such as career satisfaction or
commitment (Ng & Feldman, 2014). It is important to consider objective and subjective
career success as distinct considerations. Depending on the occasion, one type of career
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success may influence the other or they may be entirely unrelated (for a review, see
Abele & Spurk, 2009).
The achievement of career success is a dynamic process which occurs over time.
Over the course of a career, individuals are likely to be hired, fired, demoted, and
promoted. Some individuals reach higher levels of career success and some individuals
experience these changes faster than others. Mentoring relationships also take time and
effort to develop (Ragins & Scandura, 1999). As the content of mentoring relationships
shifts, depending on the needs of the individuals involved, so does the mentoring network
(de Janasz et al., 2003). Resulting from the social capital generated from building a
network of mentoring relationships, individuals experience changes in their career
success (Seibert, Kraimer, & Liden, 2001). In this regard, providing mentoring is an
impetus to positive changes in career success. Consequently, mentoring and career
success should be examined in a longitudinal fashion. Depending on the amount of
mentoring provided and to whom this mentoring is provided, some individuals may
experience steeper trajectories than others. Through an examination of changes in a
mentor’s subjective and objective career success over time, this study can demonstrate
support for this contention.
Different career success outcomes may vary in responsiveness and some should
even be expected to precede other career success outcomes. For example, promotions
and salary changes would characteristically occur at slower rates compared to an
employee’s internal and external marketability. Perceived marketability is defined as
beliefs that one is valuable to an employer (Eby et al., 2003; Spurk, Kauffeld, Meinecke,
& Ebner, 2016). Whereas internal marketability involves perceptions that one is valuable
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to their current employer, external marketability involves an individual’s perceptions that
they are valuable to other firms in the marketplace. With an increase of shifting demands
and expectations of adaptability, successful individuals in today’s workforce are those
who can demonstrate that they add value to an organization (Arthur et al., 2005).
Marketability goes beyond the concept of employability in that sense that marketability is
an assessment of an individual’s ability to make contributions to the employer rather than
merely having the knowledge, skills, and abilities (De Vos, De Hauw, & Van der
Heijden, 2011). In this regard, marketability is a meaningful element of career success
because it conveys a layer of protection during economic upheavals. In the current career
context, and especially in times characterized by instability and uncertainty, the extent to
which individuals believe themselves to be marketable by their current or future
employers is an important indicator of career success. As promotions and salary changes
may take time to occur, perceptions of marketability may represent latent changes in
career success, which may be experienced in the near future (Sullivan, 1999). Given the
feedback received and knowledge learned in mentoring exchanges, a mentor’s
perceptions of internal and external marketability may not only be more responsive to
influxes of mentoring provided, but actually fluctuate over time.
Within the past decade, research on careers has also begun to consider the
reference points to which individuals make their subjective career evaluations (Abele &
Wiese, 2008; Heslin, 2003). Heslin (2003) introduced the distinction between selfreferent and other-referent assessments of career success. Drawing on social comparison
theory, research suggests that individual’s subjective career success is based on an
individual’s perceptions of their standing in relation to their personal goals, but also in
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comparison to their peers (e.g., Heslin, 2003; Heslin, 2005; Vardaman et al., 2016).
Therefore, it is important to consider both reference points in examining subjective career
success. Collectively, it is important to consider multiple measures of an employee’s
objective and subjective career success as it relates to studying the outcomes of providing
mentoring support.
In this study, I use a tripartite operationalization of objective career success which
includes promotions, internal marketability, and external marketability. Subjective career
success will be represented dually as self-referent career satisfaction and peer-referent
career satisfaction. Collectively, these measures should adequately represent career
success changes over the study window. The operationalization of these constructs is not
only consistent with classical representations of career success, but also reflects emerging
considerations of career success in the modern career (Eby, 2003; Heslin, 2005).
Hypotheses
Mentoring and Objective Career Benefits
Regardless of a mentor’s motivation, mentoring is chiefly a prosocial behavior
that can be exhibited in an organization (Allen, 2003, Simpson & Willer, 2015; Tepper &
Taylor, 2003). Consequently, mentors may reap rewards from organizational leaders for
providing developmental support to others (Allen, Lentz, & Day, 2006). However, there
are several other reasons why mentors may receive additional career benefits. First,
mentoring relationships can be a training ground for leadership development as mentors
are given additional opportunities to improve their leadership and management skills
(Chun et al., 2012; Godshalk & Sosik, 2007; Lankau & Scandura, 2002). By mentoring
juniors, mentors can practice leadership and potentially gain exposure to issues that may
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be brought to the forefront later in their careers as their supervisory functions increase
(Ghosh et al., 2013). Additionally, by mentoring others, employees are illustrating
mastery over their current tasks and roles, which may signal to the organization that they
are prepared for advancement. By providing mentoring, mentors also enhance their own
information and support networks, particularly among loyal protégés, which likely
improves their own performance (Bozionelos, 2004; Eby et al., 2006; Mullen, 1994).
Similarly, as mentoring improves the work and skills of protégés, mentors should gain
the indirect benefits of more productive protégés (Allen et al., 2004).
Through successful mentoring relationships, mentors can also reinforce a
protégé’s confidence and promote innovative actions in the interest of the organization
(Lankau & Scandura, 2002). As such, protégé achievements may enhance a mentor’s
reputation with organizational decision makers and garner rewards for the mentor such as
promotions or salary increases (Dreher & Ash, 1990; Kram, 1985). Finally, it has been
suggested that mentoring may help prevent career plateaus from occurring and alleviate
some of the resulting negative consequences when they do (Lentz & Allen, 2009; Wang
et. al, 2014). Particularly in unique positions or at higher positions in the firm,
individuals may be limited in their advancement because there is not a suitable
replacement for their current position. In this light, employees are promoted when they
are valuable, but not when they are irreplaceable. Therefore, employees who feel stuck
in their current positions may instrumentally provide mentoring to potential replacements
to encourage their own advancement and break through career plateaus (Lentz & Allen,
2009: Wang et. al, 2014). Given the reasons suggested, I hypothesize that providing
mentoring support will be positively related to changes in objective career success:
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Hypothesis 1: The amount of mentoring support provided will be positively
related to objective career success.
Mentoring and Subjective Career Success
Individuals often have different concepts of what success is to them and therefore
it is important to consider their own perceptions. In addition to the objective benefits
gained by serving as a mentor, mentors may be more satisfied with their careers.
Scholars have noted that there are several positive reasons individuals provide mentoring
support in organizations, including prosocial and intrinsic motivations, and selfenhancement (Haggard et al., 2011). One fundamental reason that individuals choose to
provide mentoring support is that they enjoy helping others and being good members of
the organization (Allen, 2003). From this perspective, mentors gain a gratifying sense of
purpose and promotion by helping and passing down knowledge to colleagues (Allen,
2007; Bozionelos, 2004; Kram, 1985). Additionally, employees may improve their
working relationship with others by providing mentoring which, in turn, may make them
more satisfied with their daily interactions with coworkers. Similarly, through mentoring
exchanges mentors assemble a network of support, which helps them better accomplish
day-to-day tasks, as well as cope with organizational changes as they arise (Vardaman et
al., 2012). In fact, studies have shown that mentors are more satisfied in their job and
more committed to their organizations (Chun et al., 2012; Lentz & Allen, 2009). In a
longitudinal study, Chun et al. (2012) found that by providing mentoring, mentors
enhanced their job-related affective well-being, meaning that mentors report more
positive emotional reactions towards their jobs. Given the positive affective reactions
that mentors gain from providing mentoring, in tandem with the organizational benefits
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they receive, mentoring should be positively related to subjective career success in
mentors. Therefore, I hypothesize that:
Hypothesis 2: The amount of mentoring support provided will be positively
related to subjective career success.
Mentoring and Personal Learning
Mentoring relationships are a prime forum for personal learning (Scandura &
Lankau, 2002). Protégés are a valuable source of knowledge for mentors to utilize for
several of the proximal benefits previously addressed. Mentors learn from the
information and feedback they receive from their protégés regarding evaluations,
expectations, and reactions to impression management. Given that work is a relational
activity, mentors can also learn from the revealing day-to-day information obtained from
protégés during mentoring episodes (Allen & Poteet, 2011). This increased information
exchange should allow mentors to gain additional insight regarding on-going politics in
the workplace (Lankau & Scandura, 2002; Mullen, 1994). Consequently, mentoring is
also an effective way for mentors to improve their interpersonal skills and broaden their
vision on career development (Liu et al., 2009). As they help to socialize organizational
newcomers, they should gain fresh perspectives (Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992).
Collectively, this information and feedback should prompt mentors to self-reflect on their
growth and role within the organization (Liu et al., 2009). By mentoring nonsubordinate, junior employees or volunteering for formal mentoring programs, mentors
can learn and practice their leadership skills in a potentially low-risk environment. Even
for mentors in earlier stages of their career, mentoring relationships can be a training
ground for leadership development as mentors are given new opportunities to sharpen
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their leadership and management skills (Chun et al., 2012; Ghosh et al., 2013; Godshalk
& Sosik, 2007). Finally, mentoring exchanges with younger protégés should be ample
sources of knowledge regarding emerging technologies and the mindsets of younger
generations. As such, I hypothesize that:
Hypothesis 3: The amount of mentoring support provided will be positively
related to personal learning.
The Role of Social Network Position in Determining the Career Success of Mentors
As mentoring functions continue to be fulfilled, protégés will increasingly
identify individuals as mentors for the mentoring support they provide. As previously
stated, the recognition of development efforts may be increased by enhancing the quality
of their relationships or by extending their support to additional protégés (Eby et al.,
2006). Once recognized as a source of mentoring support, mentors can extend their
influence in the organization by mentoring other protégés, thereby moving centrally in
the macro-developmental network of the firm as they continue to develop stocks of social
capital. Beyond this point, network centrality in developmental relationships serves as
external recognition of the mentoring support an individual provides. Individuals who
are centrally located are at the heart of information-exchanges, and have more loyal,
productive protégés, and positive workplace relationships overall (Bozionelos, 2004; Eby
et al., 2006; Mullen, 1994). In this capacity, centrally located individuals have greater
social capital. In fact, network perspectives suggest that network centrality is the best
indicator that an individual possesses social capital (Burt, 2002; Vardaman et al., 2012).
By occupying centralized locations in development networks, mentors should
receive positive career benefits, such as subjective and objective career success and
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personal learning. Individuals in centralized locations have more resources to use to their
advantage and to cope with workplace issues as they arise. In similar capacity, centrally
located mentors are able to wield considerable influence in the developmental efforts of
the firm’s employees (Burkhardt & Brass, 1990). Individuals who occupy central
positions have also both directly and indirectly helped more individuals in the
organization, and are consequently more likely to be intrinsically rewarded for their
mentoring efforts and very satisfied with their careers. Allen (2007) also notes that
previous mentoring experience is the most tested and consistent predictor of intentions to
mentor others. It has been suggested that individuals who have previous mentoring
experiences are more likely to appreciate the benefits of mentoring support in
engendering positive work relationships (Allen, 2007; Kram, 1985). In this regard,
mentoring has a network effect, where certain individuals experience more satisfying
workplace relationships because they are receiving the benefits of both giving and
receiving mentoring support.
Mentors also become more influential in the broader field of developmental
relationships in the firm, especially if their protégés are impactful. In this regard, the
individuals who are centrally located are more likely to be regarded as effective mentors,
as well as more likely to be heralded for their efforts in developing individuals in the
workplace. Conversely, mentors who are not centrally located may mentor individuals
who are also on the periphery and fail to reap the indirect benefits of well-connected and
high-performing protégés (Sekiguchi, Burton, & Sablynski, 2008). Centrally located
individuals are likely to be identified for their mentoring roles and positive influence in
the organization, above and beyond the human and social capital benefits of providing
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developmental support to others (Allen, 2003; Coleman, 1988; Simpson & Willer, 2015).
Individuals located in centralized networks then reap the career benefits of occupying
such advantageous positions. Therefore, I hypothesize that:
Hypothesis 4: Network centrality will intervene in the relationships between the
amount of mentoring support provided and mentoring outcomes: objective career
success (4a), subjective career success (4b), and personal learning (4c).
Targeted Mentoring and Proactive Personality
There is evidence that suggests there are a variety of motives to mentor others
including self-enhancement, altruism, and intrinsic satisfaction from helping others (e.g.,
Allen, 2003; Allen, Poteet, & Burroughs, 1997). Regardless of intention, some
individuals may be better able to capture the benefits gained by being a mentor.
However, our understanding of the traits and competencies associated with effective
mentoring is quite limited (Allen, 2007). One trait that has received growing attention in
mentoring research is proactive personality. For example, Liang and Gong (2013) found
that a protégé’s proactive personality is positively related to the amount of mentoring that
an employee receives. The argument being that because mentoring is valuable resource
certain individuals may proactively seek it out. In this regard, proactive personality may
be useful in studying the career benefits of mentors.
Proactive personality captures a behavioral tendency toward enacting or changing
one’s environment (Bateman & Crant, 1993). Proactive employees often shape or
manipulate their environments to accomplish goals and are characterized as seeking out
opportunities, showing initiative, and persevering to bring about meaningful change
(Bateman & Crant, 1993; Crant, 2000). Proactive personality has been shown to lead to a
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variety of desirable outcomes for employees, such as overall job performance and career
success (e.g., Fuller & Marler, 2009; Seibert, Kraimer, & Crant, 2001; Turban, Moake,
Wu & Cheung, 2017). Research has also indicated that proactive personality is related to
the amount of mentoring received (Liang & Gong, 2013; Turban et al., 2017). Given that
mentoring is considered a networking behavior (Crant, 2000), proactive employees will
likely recognize the benefit in serving as a mentor as a strategy to build their network and
stocks of social capital. In fact, from the mentor’s perspective, Wanberg, KammeyerMueller, and Marchese (2006) found that proactive personality was positively related to
levels of mentoring provided in a formal program. Put together with the potential value
for individuals in building a large network of support to draw upon in organization, I
hypothesize:
Hypothesis 5: Proactive personality will moderate the relationship between the
amount of mentoring support provided and a mentor’s network centrality such
that the relationship will be stronger for individuals with higher levels of
proactive personality.
Given that individuals who are high in proactive personality are adept at
identifying opportunities to advance their careers, they are likely to take advantage
opportunities of mentoring support. However, the mentoring decision involves
considerable calculations of costs and benefits which ultimately impacts mentoring
intentions (Ragins & Scandura, 1999). Proactive employees may not necessarily spend
more time mentoring, they may excel at recognizing opportunities where their mentoring
applications can be most beneficial. There are several potential explanations to why
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proactive mentors may receive more career success benefits from the mentoring support
they provide to others.
In order to generate the most benefits associated with serving as a mentor, protégé
selection is an important consideration (Allen, 2007). Proactive mentors are likely better
able to target specific protégés, such as rescuing an employee deemed a ‘lost cause’ or in
identifying ‘rising stars’. In doing so, mentors likely accrue status benefits from being
credited with a high performer’s performance or being able to help turn around an underperformer. Alternatively, mentors with low levels of proactive personality will likely
wait to be approached by prospective protégés and would not exhibit the same amount of
control over mentoring interactions as their more proactive counterparts. This may result
in relationships with less desirable protégés who may require more time and effort or bear
a higher risk for negative mentoring experiences. On this note, Lee, Qureshi, Konrad,
and Bhardwaj (2014) found evidence that proactive personality moderated the
relationships between network centrality and subsequent stress and satisfaction. Given
the higher levels of control proactive employees often have in the relationships, proactive
mentors are likely to be more satisfied from the mentoring they provide to others.
Research also indicates that individuals with proactive personality have high
motivations to learn (Major, Turner, & Fletcher, 2006) and learning goal-orientations
(Tolentino et al., 2014). Evidence suggests that proactive newcomers to the organization
are likely to see that providing mentoring support to others is a way to encourage and
garner helpful feedback from their new colleagues (Li, Harris, Boswell, & Xie, 2011).
This feedback would help these individuals better understand the norms and culture of
the organization, which is crucial to being able to influence their environment in a way
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that adds value. In addition, proactive individuals are likely to see providing mentoring
as valuable opportunities to learn and contribute to the firm. As individuals with
proactive personality often seek out opportunities to learn, they will likely take full
advantage of what their protégés can teach (Turban et al., 2017). Thus, I suggest that the
employees who are high in proactive personality are not only more likely to foresee value
in growing their network by serving as mentors but also reap greater career benefits of
their mentoring efforts. As such, I hypothesize that:
Hypothesis 6: Proactive personality will moderate the relationships between
network centrality and each mentoring outcome: subjective career success (6a)
objective career success (6b), and personal learning (6c) such that the
relationships will be stronger for individuals with higher levels of proactive
personality.
Quality Mentoring and Emotional Intelligence
Not all mentoring exchanges are created equal and not all mentoring relationships
are of the same quality (Ragins & Verbos, 2007). Reflecting on the mentoring literature,
it has been noted that mentoring research often neglects quality in favor of measuring
quantity (e.g., Allen & Eby, 2010; Kram & Ragins, 2007). In their qualitative study,
Allen & Poteet (1999) identified listening, communication skills, and the ability to read
and understand others as the top attributes of a quality mentor. Comprised of four
dimensions: appraisal of emotions in self and others, regulation of emotion, and
application in social situations, emotional intelligence refers to the way people perceive,
express, understand, and manage the emotions of themselves and others (Cherniss, 2007;
Law, Wong, & Song, 2004; Wong & Law, 2002). Broadly, emotional intelligence is a
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critical competency which allows for quality relationships to be developed and
maintained. It has been suggested that a mentor’s capacity to form positive, safe
relationships seems to be considerably influenced by being able to manage anxiety,
uncertainty, and increasing intimacy in a mentoring relationship (Cherniss, 2007).
Emotions are intricately related to the power structure of social relationships and are
often used as subtle cues to convey one's standing in social situations. Given the social
exchange nature of mentoring, it is paramount to high-quality relationships that mentors
engender feelings of trust as they often set the tone (Ensher et al., 2001). If these
relationships are handled poorly, then mentoring attempts are unlikely to be recognized
as sources of mentoring. Thus, emotional intelligence in mentors should be an
imperative characteristic of successful mentoring relationships. Accordingly, the mentors
who have the necessary emotional intelligence to foster high-quality relationships with
their protégés should bear a larger network of individuals to support their career and
occupy premium positions within the developmental network of a firm. As such, I
suggest that:
Hypothesis 7: Emotional intelligence will moderate the relationship between the
amount of mentoring support provided and network centrality such that the
relationship will be stronger for individuals with higher levels of emotional
intelligence.
Emotionally intelligent mentors have the necessary capabilities to develop and
facilitate high-quality exchanges with their protégés which should lead to positive career
outcomes. Mentors who are high in emotional intelligence are able to use emotional cues
to better understand and recognize their protégé’s changing needs and wants. In addition,
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they are better able to adjust their behavior in mentoring interactions according to the
responses of their protégés (Sosik & Megerian, 1999). As a result, mentors would be
more likely to feel satisfied with their exchanges and working relationships with
protégés. Consequently, emotionally intelligent individuals are not only able to
accomplish instrumental goals, such as learning from the other party, but also interact in
ways that allow for the relationship to be sustainable and continue to generate value for
both partners.
Conversely, mentors low on emotional intelligence may not fully understand the
desires of their protégés and be unable to capitalize on these exchanges. Mismatched
interactions that are inconsiderate to protégé needs and wants may lead to dysfunctional
relationships and/or negative mentoring outcomes (Feldman, 1999; Scandura, 1998). As
such, emotional intelligent mentors should be better able to reap greater career benefits
from the network of relationships they have with the individuals they mentor. Given the
positive interactions that emotional intelligent mentors share with their protégés, mentors
are likely to be more satisfied with their careers. As such, I hypothesize that:
Hypothesis 8: Emotional intelligence will moderate the relationships between
network centrality and each mentoring outcome: subjective career success (8a)
objective career success (8b), and personal learning (8c) such that the
relationships will be stronger for individuals with higher levels of emotional
intelligence.
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CHAPTER III
METHODS
This chapter outlines the research design, measures, and analysis techniques
employed in this dissertation. First, I discuss the participants and procedures utilized for
data collection before reviewing the measurement items for the variables of interest in
this study. Then, I address the analysis techniques used to demonstrate support for the
hypotheses of this dissertation.
Participants and Procedures
Building upon initial empirical evidence that mentoring others is related to
extrinsic and intrinsic career rewards, this dissertation is designed to add to the growing
evidence that mentoring individuals produces career benefits for the mentor. The
hypotheses presented (as shown in Figure 1) were tested using longitudinal survey data
from an architectural engineering supplies manufacturer headquartered in the Midwestern
U.S. The firm surveyed was fostering of a positive workplace culture but did not have a
formal mentoring program in place. Participants electronically completed surveys
emailed to them through Qualtrics in two waves spaced roughly 2.5 months apart. Each
survey included measurement of all substantive constructs (unless noted) across divided
sections of personality, demographics, mentoring, and career outcomes. At Time 2,
respondents were directed and reminded multiple times to refer to the time that had
elapsed since the first survey.
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Initiated in March and June 2018, each survey window was open for a period of a
little over two weeks. Modest adjustments were made to the exact dates in regard to
national holidays and major company events. The first survey was open from March 18
through April 4, 2018. The second survey opened June 4, 2018 and closed June 20,
2018. Per company request, no financial incentives were provided to respondents. Strict
confidentiality of individual responses was ensured.
Collectively, the sample features a generalizable firm that is supportive of
mentoring behavior along with reasonably communicated career paths. The time window
provides an initial, yet promising outlook to study mentoring and career success
relationships in a longitudinal fashion (Chun et al., 2012; Liu et al., 2009; Wanberg et al.,
2006; Weinberg and Lankau, 2011), and is sensibly long enough to capture changes in a
mentor’s social network and career success, particularly considering the hastened speed
in which today’s careers move (Allen et al, 2017; Okhuysen et al., 2013). The sample is
comparable to similar studies in the mentoring literature (e.g., Chun et al., 2012; Payne &
Huffman, 2005; Wanberg et al., 2006; Weinberg & Lankau, 2011) and exceeds
commonly recommended minimums for structural equation modeling (Hair, Black,
Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, 2006; Kline 2015). It is notable that network studies often
prefer smaller samples because higher response rates allow for more detailed
measurement (Borgatti, Carley, & Krackhardt, 2006). For example, Ho, Rousseau, and
Levesque (2006) reported typical sample sizes ranging from 33 to 63 in organizational
network studies, and Ibarra’s seminal works (Ibarra, 1993; Ibarra & Andrews, 1993)
featured a sample of 73 participants.
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The initial survey was sent to 201 employees and yielded 188 participants (94%
response rate). Between the two survey windows, one employee left the firm. Following
the next round of data collection, 156 respondents had completed the follow-up survey
(83% response rate). My final sample consisted of 150 respondents with complete data
and qualifying attention check. The final sample was 49% female. The participants were
predominantly white but varied considerably in terms of age, relevant work experience,
and job level. The age of respondents ranged between 20 and 66 with work experience
varying between 1 and 45 years. The typical respondent was 43-years-old with 15 years
of work experience in the field. At the median, respondents had been in their current
position for four years and with the company for eight. Tenure and time in current
position were objective data provided by the organization directly.
Measures
Unless noted, a 5-point Likert-type scale was used to measure all substantive
constructs in which the participants respond with the extent to which they agree with each
of the statements: 1 = “Strongly disagree”, 2 = “Disagree”, 3 = "Neutral”, 4 = “Agree”, 5
= “Strongly agree”. Participants answered questions based on each construct at both time
points with the exception of proactive personality and emotional intelligence which were
only measured at Time 1. Basic statistics are reported for each measure of interest,
however the specific time points used in the final analyses are stated in Chapter IV. The
items of all the validated scales used to measure the major constructs specified in this
dissertation are listed in the appendix.
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Mentoring Provided
Participants completed a modified version of Dreher and Ash’s (1990) 18-item
mentoring index. Respondents were prompted to consider their role to others and mark
the extent to which they felt they provided mentoring to others in the organization (1 =
“Never”, 2 = “Rarely”, 3 = “Sometimes”, 4 = “Usually” 5 = “Always”). In comparison
to other measurement approaches, this method allows for greater variation in mentoring
functions across subjects. At Time 1, Cronbach’s alpha for the 18-item measure was .92.
At Time 2, Cronbach’s alpha was .93. Prior to analysis, the eighteen items were
aggregated to achieve a mentoring provided score (total possible score of 90).
Objective Career Success
Objective career success in this study is operationalized in three ways:
promotions, external marketability, and internal marketability. To help alleviate common
method variance concerns, as applicable to this case with promotions, researchers suggest
that participant data containing self-report measures are less concerning when verifiable
or demographic in nature (Chan, 2009; Crampton & Wagner, 1994).
Promotions
Consistent with previous studies of career success, I used two techniques to
measure promotions. At Time 1, I used Eby, Butts, and Lockwood’s (2003) index
regarding the number of promotions study participants have received in their career. This
index is determined by the adding the number of promotions an employee had received
prior to employment at the organization to the number of promotions they had received
from their current employer. Breaking up the question of promotions into parts makes it
easier for respondents to recall and reduces error. At Time 2, respondents were asked to
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report if they had received a promotion since the previous time point. Promotions were
dummy coded (1 = “yes”, 2 = “no”). For clarity and consistency, respondents were
provided with a conventional definition of promotions. Consistent with Seibert, Kraimer,
& Crant (2001), promotions were defined as “any increases in level and/or significant
increases in job responsibilities or scope”.
External and Internal Marketability
I also employed measures of internal and external marketability from Eby, Butts,
and Lockwood (2003) to measure career success movement. Marketability captures the
perceived value of an employee’s contributions to employers (Sullivan & Arthur, 2006).
In their own right, internal and external marketability are considered to be important
criteria of career success in today’s fast-paced workplace (Arthur & Rousseau, 1996).
These measures also capture latent career advancement. Beyond being supporting
measures, marketability is likely to fluctuate over time providing a potentially insightful
and intriguing measure for the dynamic nature of career success. Additionally,
marketability is more responsive to influxes of mentoring in short time windows.
The internal marketability scale contained three items: “my company views me as
an asset to the organization”, “given my skills and experience, the company that I work
for views me as a value-added resource”, and “there are many opportunities available for
me in my company”. The third item was deleted due to poor reliability and a very low
factor loading. One-factor solutions at Time 1 and Time 2 explained 93.35 percent and
95.77 percent of the variance in the two items, respectively. Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients for internal marketability were .93 at Time 1 and .96 at Time 2.
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The external marketability scale was similarly comprised of three items: “I could
easily obtain a comparable job with another employer”, “there are many jobs available
for me given my skills and experience”, and “given my skills and experience, other
organizations view me as a value-added resource.” Principal axis factoring resulted in a
one-factor solution that accounted for 66.54 percent of the variance in the three items at
Time 1 and 66.31 percent at Time 2. Cronbach’s alpha was .74 at both time points.
Subjective Career Success
To measure subjective career success, I utilized a slightly modified version of the
widely-used career satisfaction scale developed by Greenhaus, Parasuraman, and
Wormley (1990). This set of questions was asked twice at each time point. First, in line
with the original intention of the scale, respondents were asked these questions in relation
to their career aspirations. Second, respondents were also asked these questions in
relation to their peers. Based upon social comparison theory, individuals make
comparisons regarding their career in relation to their peers (Heslin, 2003). By
measuring both career satisfaction criteria, this study provides additional insight into the
role of mentoring in the workplace and potentially a more accurate reflection of
subjective career success. Cronbach’s alpha was .90 for self-referent career success at
Time 1 and 0.91 at Time 2. Using principal axis factoring, a one-factor solution was
generated at each time point. The sole factor accounted for 73.96 percent variance in the
self-referent career satisfaction items at Time 1 and 75.02 percent at Time 2. A lone
factor also explained 78.09 percent variance in the peer-referent items at Time 1 and
76.99 percent at Time 2 as a result of principal axis factoring. Cronbach’s alpha was .93
for peer-referent career success at Time 1 and .92 at Time 2.
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Personal Learning
Personal learning was assessed with twelve items using Lankau and Scandura’s
(2002) measure of personal learning. Personal learning consists of two dimensions:
relational job learning (Time 1 α = .80; Time 2 α = .82) and personal skill development
(Time 1 α = .87; Time 2 = .85). The two factors accounted for 56.20 percent of the
variance in the items at Time 1 and 56.81 percent at Time 2.
Network Centrality
To determine an individual’s location in the developmental network, participants
were asked to identify the individuals in the organization who take an active interest and
involvement toward advancing their career and vice versa. Specifically, respondents
were asked: “Which individuals in the organization whose career do you take an active
interest and involvement in supporting?”, as well as, “Which individuals (others) in the
organization take an active interest and involvement in your career?” Consistent with the
roster-method, participants were provided with a list of all employees. The reported
relationships were aggregated to comprise a matrix used to calculate centrality in the
developmental network with social network software (Borgatti, Everett, & Freeman,
2013, UCINET 6). There are several ways to measure network centrality: degree,
closeness, and betweenness (Freeman, 1978). Although each type of centrality has
desirable consequences (Fang et al., 2015), eigenvector centrality is likely to be the most
appropriate type of centrality in this study of mentoring and career success (Mehra,
Dixon, Brass, & Robertson, 2006). As an individual-level measure, eigenvector
centrality assumes that an individual’s centrality is the sum of the centrality values of the
individuals to which they are connected (Freeman, 1978). Eigenvector centrality
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represents an individual’s influence by also considering the centrality of their ties
(Freeman, 1978). As such, this measure of centrality closely aligns with theories of
social capital relating to career success. Centrality scores at Time 1 were used for
hypothesis testing.
Proactive Personality
Proactive personality was measured using five items with Parker’s (1998)
shortened scale comprised of the six highest-loading items from Bateman and Crant's
(1993) Proactive Personality Scale at Time 1 (α = .76). The item “I am always looking
for better ways to do things” was removed from analysis due to low factor loading.
Principal axis factoring resulted in a one-factor solution which accounted for 50.99
percent of the common variance within the items.
Emotional Intelligence
At Time 1, participants completed the 16-item, Wong and Law Emotional
Intelligence Scale (WLEIS; Law et al., 2004; Wong & Law, 2002) which consists of four
appraisal dimensions: self-emotion (α = .89), others’ emotions (α = .85), regulation of
emotion (α = .74), and use of emotion (α = .86). Principal axis factoring generated a
four-factor solution which cumulatively accounted for 69.98 percent of the common
variance within the items. The four factors were combined to form the emotional
intelligence score used for analysis (total possible score of 20).
Demographic, Related, and Control Variables
This study collected data on numerous variables, which may influence changes in
career standing. By considering the variables discussed below as potential controls,
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alternative explanations may be ruled out potentially allowing for a causal relationship
between mentoring provided and additional career benefits to be inferred (Van de Ven,
2007).
First, this study collected five demographic variables that past research has shown
to be important in mentoring relationships and career success: age, gender, race, relevant
work experience, and education (e.g., Kammeyer-Mueller & Judge, 2008; Wanberg et al.,
2006). Gender was dummy coded (1 = “male”, 2 = “female”). Education was a
categorical variable for highest level completed (high school, some college, bachelor’s
degree, master’s degree, doctorate or other professional degree). Race was also measured
as a categorical variable. (1 = “White or Caucasian”; 2 = “Black or African American”;
3 = “American Indian or Alaska Native”; 4 = “Asian”; 5 = “Native Hawaiian or Pacific
Islander”; and 6 = “Other”).
Based upon the current position of an employee in the organization, it is important
to consider other variables as potential controls because they may impact career success.
Respondents were also asked to provide the number of employees they are currently
supervising (verifiable), and their job level. Job level included four categories utilized by
Rode, Arthaud-Day, Ramaswami, and Howes (2017): 1 =“individual contributor” (e.g.,
staff accountant, programmer/analyst, sales representative, human resource
representative); 2 = “manager of individuals” (e.g., senior accountant, regional sales
representative, senior analyst); 3 = “manager of managers” (e.g., sales manager,
programming manager); and 4 = “senior executive” (e.g., vice president, division
manager, other members of the top management team). Tenure at the firm and time in
current position (in years) were provided with objective data from the organization.
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Finally, participants were asked to complete nine items from the Mentoring
Functions Questionnaire (MFQ-9, Pellegrini & Scandura, 2005) responding to the extent
to which they felt they had mentors in the organization who provided mentoring to them
(1 = “Never”, 2 = “Rarely”, 3 = “Sometimes”, 4 = “Usually” 5 = “Always”). I opted to
measure mentoring received using a shorter, yet validated scale with consideration to
survey length. Collecting data regarding mentoring received allows for a demonstration
of the effect of providing mentoring on career outcomes in developmental networks
above the mentoring support individuals receive in these networks. Three-factor
solutions were generated with items loading on the appropriate, a priori factors. At Time
1, the three-factor solution accounted for 68.87 percent of the cumulative variance in the
items. At Time 2, 73.25 percent was explained by the three-factor solution. The factors
each contained three items: career-related (Time 1 α = .91; Time 2 α = .90), role
modeling (Time 1 α = .83; Time 2 α = .84), and psychosocial (Time 1 α = .81; Time 2 α =
.89). These three factors were aggregated to comprise mentoring received (total possible
score of 15).
Although, I collected data on a wide range of variables that could potentially be
used, the control variables utilized in the study for hypothesis testing were chosen
carefully. Ultimately, I controlled for variables that justifiably impacted career success
with further respect to the survey sample. Other demographic variables were also
excluded due to consistently inconsequential effects on the dependent variables of
interest. The control variables entered in Step 1 are listed below.
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Promotions
For promotions received (index), I controlled for age, relevant work experience,
time in current position, number of employees supervised, and mentoring received. For
testing whether mentoring provided impacted the receipt of a promotion during the study
window, I controlled for job level, relevant work experience, time in current position,
number of employees supervised, and mentoring received.
Marketability
To examine the unique influence that providing mentoring support has on internal
and external marketability, I controlled for job level, relevant work experience, time in
current position, number of employees supervised, and mentoring received.
Career satisfaction and personal learning
To examine the unique influence of providing mentoring support in determining
career satisfaction, I controlled for job level, relevant work experience, time in current
position, number of employees supervised, and mentoring received.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
Confirmatory Factor Analyses
Before testing the proposed relationships, I assessed the distinctiveness of the
main variables employed through a series of confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)
procedures with SPSS AMOS 24. The main variables are proactive personality, four
types of emotional intelligence, mentoring provided, career satisfaction, external
marketability, internal marketability, and two types of personal learning. The results of
the CFA are presented in Table 4.1. For the CFA, mentoring provided (independent
variable), emotional intelligence (moderator), and proactive personality (moderator)
scores were used from Time 1 with Time 2 scores being used for all outcome variables.
Given sample size constraints, I formed up to three parcels as indicators for each latent
construct, unless already under three items, by averaging the highest and lowest factor
loadings together to examine model fit (Little, 2013). As shown in Table 4.1, the full
measurement model including all of the main study variables fit the data acceptably well
(e.g., χ2 = 349.90, df = 294, RMSEA = 0.04, CFI = 0.97, TLI = 0.97).
For additional assurance, I examined alternative measurement models for certain
variables of interest by comparing one-factor models to their baseline models as
proposed. As displayed by the model fit indices in Table 4.1, the combined models fit
the data significantly worse than their respective baseline models. Each of the proposed
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models met commonly recommended cutoff criteria for model fit (Garver & Mentzer,
1999; Hu & Bentler, 1999). The standardized factor loadings for all indicators on each of
the specified constructs were significant at the 0.01 level. Following the Fornell &
Larcker (1981) method, the average variance for each construct exceeded the shared
variance with any other construct providing sufficient evidence of discriminant validity.
With the conclusion of the conducted CFA tests, the measures appeared to demonstrate
convergent and discriminant validity to a sufficient degree.
Hypotheses Testing
This study suggests that providing mentoring support to others will result in a
mentor gaining additional career benefits. These career benefits were recorded in several
different ways: promotions, internal and external marketability, career satisfaction,
relational job learning, and personal skill development. I also contended that these
relationships will be stronger for the mentors who are proactive and emotionally
intelligent. In Table 4.2, the means and standard deviations for the study variables are
presented. In Table 4.3, the correlation matrix of study variables is presented. In Tables
4.2 and Table 4.3, scores from Time 1 are presented with the outcome variables from
Time 2. Consistent with the results of the CFA, the measures used appeared to be
empirically distinguishable. Within my sample, there ultimately did not appear to be
much difference between reported self-referent and peer-referent satisfaction (M = 0.034,
SD = 0.40). With the exception of demonstrating the main effect of mentoring provided
on career satisfaction, only the traditional measure of self-referent career satisfaction is
listed, and no further analyses were conducted. To test my hypothesized relationships, I
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conducted a series of multiple regression analyses while controlling for variables which
influence the particular variable being investigated.
Study Design
As earlier introduced, in order to test the hypothesized relationships between
mentoring provided and objective career outcomes (i.e. promotions, external
marketability, internal marketability), I used a time-lagged design to allow for influence
of mentoring to translate into objective career success. Specifically, I used mentoring
provided scores from Time 1 and outcome variables from Time 2. For career satisfaction
and personal learning, the effects should happen immediately. In other words, these
outcomes are impacted contemporaneously as mentoring is provided. As such, it is more
appropriate to use predictor variables from the same time point to more accurately reflect
the mentor’s experience. Therefore, I used Time 2 scores for both mentoring provided
and the hypothesized subjective outcome variables.
The Main Effect of Mentoring Provided on Objective Career Success (Hypothesis 1)
In Table 4.4, I present the results of mentoring provided as my hypothesized main
effect. In Model 1, mentoring provided is shown to have a positive and significant effect
on the number of promotions an employee had received prior to joining their current
organization (β = .23, p < .01). However, the effect of mentoring provided on promotion
receipt within the study window (Model 2) was not (β = .06, ns), although the effect was
in the hypothesized direction. As shown in Model 3, mentoring provided had a positive
and significant effect on perceived external marketability (β = .28, p < .01). Meanwhile,
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as shown in Model 4, that effect was negative and insignificant on perceived internal
marketability (β = -.15, ns). Therefore, Hypothesis 1 received mixed support.
The Main Effect of Mentoring Provided on Subjective Career Success and Personal
Learning (Hypotheses 2 and 3)
Table 4.5 presents the main effects of mentoring provided on career satisfaction
and personal learning. In Models 5 and 6, mentoring provided is shown to have a
positive and significant effect on career satisfaction an employee receives. Model 5
represents self-referent career satisfaction (β = .17, p < .05), whereas Model 6 represents
peer-referent career satisfaction (β = .23, p < .01). As shown in Models 7 and 8, the
amount of mentoring provided is positively and significantly related to relational job
learning (β = .32, p < .01) and personal skill development (β = .39, p < .01).
Consequently, Hypotheses 2 and 3 were supported.
The Mediating Role of Network Centrality (Hypothesis 4)
To test Hypothesis 4 and examine the mediating influence of network centrality, I
used the contemporary method of mediation (Hayes, 2013; Preacher and Hayes, 2008)
which emphasizes the indirect effect. I carried out the procedure using the PROCESS 3.0
Macros for SPSS with 5,000 bootstrap samples. Using this procedure, the indirect effect,
standard errors, and 95% confidence intervals are computed. A path is significant, and
mediation is confirmed if zero is not contained within the confidence interval (Hayes,
2013; Shrout & Bolger, 2002). As shown in Table 4.6, the indirect effects of network
centrality through the relationships between mentoring provided and external
marketability (b = .002, 95% CI [.000, .006]), internal marketability (b = .005, 95% CI
[.001, .009]), and relational job learning (b = .004, 95% CI [.000, .008]) were all
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significant. The results also demonstrated that indirect effects of mentoring provided on
career satisfaction (b = .004, 95% CI [-.001, .009]) and personal skill development (b =
.002, 95% CI [.001, .006]) through network centrality were at the cusp of significance.
Additionally, the indirect effects of mentoring provided on the amount of promotions an
employee received (promotions index) through network centrality was also not
significant (b = .012, 95% CI [-.007, .036]). Thus, Hypothesis 4b was not supported,
whereas Hypotheses 4a and 4c were partially supported.
The Moderating Influence of Proactive Personality (Hypotheses 5 and 6)
In this study, I suggested that proactive personality would moderate the
relationship between mentoring provided and network centrality and the relationships
between network centrality and career outcomes. I tested these relationships with
separate moderated regression models. Proactive personality was centered to avoid
multicollinearity and aid in interpretation (Aiken, West, & Reno, 1991). The moderation
hypotheses were also tested using the PROCESS 3.0 macros for SPSS. The interactions
were examined to determine whether the hypothesized relationships were significantly
moderated by proactive personality. In other words, I tested whether these relationships
significantly vary across high (+1 SD) and low (-1 SD) levels of proactive personality
(Spiller, Fitzsimons, Lynch, & McClelland, 2013).
In predicting network centrality with the amount of mentoring provided, the
observed interaction term between mentoring provided and proactive personality was not
significant (b = .084, p = .35). Therefore, Hypothesis 5 was not supported. To examine
Hypothesis 6, I tested these relationships between network centrality and each career
outcome with the same time points used in the previous analyses. I also examined the
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general effect of mentoring provided on each career outcome at high and low levels of
the hypothesized moderator for additional support and interpretation.
The relationship between network centrality and external marketability did not
significantly differ across high and low values of proactive personality (b = -.017, p =
.22). Additionally, proactive personality did not significantly moderate the relationship
between mentoring provided and external marketability (b = .004, p = .52).
For internal marketability, the interaction between mentoring provided and
proactive personality was also not significant (b = -.005, p = .74). Furthermore, the
general effect of mentoring provided on internal marketability did not significantly vary
across different levels of proactive personality (b = .005, p = .65).
The interaction was also not significant in the relationship between network
centrality and career satisfaction (b = -.023, p = .21) nor was it significant for the
relationship between mentoring provided and career satisfaction (b = .001, p = .90).
In the relationship between network centrality and relational job learning,
proactive personality did not have a significant moderating effect (b = -.005, p = .70).
Similarly, in the relationship between mentoring provided and relational job learning,
proactive personality did not have a significant moderating effect (b = -.003, p = .68).
Finally, the relationship between network centrality and personal skill
development did significantly differ for high and low levels of proactive personality (b =
-.026, p = .02), but the results countered the hypothesized direction. Yet, with this
unexpected finding, the relationship between mentoring provided and personal skill
development was not significantly moderated by proactive personality (b = -.000, p =
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.89). Collectively, these findings indicate that Hypotheses 6a, 6b, and 6c were not
supported.
The Moderating Influence of Emotional Intelligence (Hypotheses 7 and 8)
In order to test Hypotheses 7 and 8, I carried out the same procedures described
above (with proactive personality) to examine the potential moderating influence of
emotional intelligence on the relationships between mentoring provided, network
centrality, and career outcomes. The interaction term between mentoring provided and
emotional intelligence was not significant for network centrality which suggests that
relationship between mentoring provided and network centrality is not significantly
different for employees with high and low scores of emotional intelligence (b = -.029. p =
.37). Thus, Hypothesis 7 was not supported.
Within the relationship of network centrality and external marketability, the
interaction between network centrality and emotional intelligence neared significance (b
= -.007, p = .06). Meanwhile, the emotional intelligence did not moderate the
relationship between mentoring provided and external marketability (b = .000, p = .99).
In the relationship of network centrality and internal marketability, the interaction
between network centrality and emotional intelligence was not significant (b = -.002, p =
.64). Additionally, emotional intelligence did not moderate the general relationship
between mentoring provided and internal marketability (b = .002, p = .43).
Next, within the relationship of network centrality and career satisfaction, the
interaction between network centrality and emotional intelligence was not significant (b =
-.004, p = .40). Emotional intelligence also did not significantly moderate the
relationship between mentoring provided and career satisfaction (b = .002, p = .49).
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The relationship between mentoring provided and relational job learning was not
significantly different for employees with high and low scores of emotional intelligence
(b = .001, p = .80) nor was it for the relationship between network centrality and
relational job learning (b = -.001, p = .68).
Lastly, I tested whether emotional intelligence would moderate the relationships
between network centrality and personal skill development (b = -.005, p = .13) and
mentoring provided and personal skill development (b = -.001, p = .72) and found null
results. Emotional intelligence did not significantly moderate any of the hypothesized
relationships, thus Hypotheses 8a, 8b, and 8c were not supported.
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Full measurement model
Four factors: Emotional intelligence
Emotional intelligence – combined factor
Two factors: Internal and external
marketability
Marketability – combined factor
Two factors of personal learning: Relational
job learning and personal skill development
Personal learning – combined factor

Description

178.29

104.16
130.23

349.90
153.49
812.40
1.99

χ2

Measurement model comparisons for key study variables
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5
52

294
98
104
1

Df

48.06**

102.17**
---

----658.91**
---

baseline

Δχ2 over

0.12

0.36
0.10

0.04
0.06
0.21
0.00

RMSEA

Note: Excluding personality variables, all indicators are from Time 2. Two-tailed tests. **p < 0.01.

7

5
6

1
2
3
4

Model

Table 4.1

0.84

0.74
0.90

0.97
0.96
0.45
1.00

CFI

0.81

0.47
0.87

0.97
0.95
0.36
1.00

TLI

Table 4.2

Means and standard deviations for study variables
M
4.13
17.35
62.05
7.28
4.68
1.80
4.14
4.37
3.65
3.85
3.99
1.53
5.00
17.31
3.50
12.28

1. Proactive personality
2. Emotional intelligence
3. Mentoring provided
4. Eigenvector centrality
5. Promotions index
6. Δ Promotions (promotions receipt)
7. External marketability
8. Internal marketability
9. Career satisfaction
10. Personal learning (RJL)
11. Personal learning (PSD)
12. Job level
13. Time in position
14. Work experience
15. Employees supervised
16. Mentoring received

SD
0.52
1.70
12.65
7.77
3.23
0.40
0.72
0.80
0.88
0.62
0.59
0.88
3.93
11.41
6.62
1.96

Note: Promotions: 1 = Yes; 2 = No. Mentoring provided is scored out of 90. Mentoring
received is out of 15. Emotional Intelligence is out of 20. Job Level: 1 = “individual
contributor”; 2 = “manager of individuals”; 3 = “manager of managers”; 4 = “senior
executive”. Time in position and work experience recorded in years.
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.46**

3. Mentoring provided

.16*
.25**
.13

.08
.18**
.22**

8. Internal marketability

9. Career satisfaction
10. Personal learning
(RJL)
11. Personal learning
(PSD)

.09
.12
.37**

.19**
.28**
.18*

14. Work experience
15. Employees
supervised
16. Mentoring received
.35**

.46**

.26**

.17*

.52**

.19*

.14

.30**

.06

.35**
.06
.36**

.36**

(.92)

3

.23**

.23**

.18*

.15

.44**

.24**

.29**

.23**

.18*

.24**
.08
.30**

--

4

.15

.33**

.38**

.19*

.48**

.08

.08

.10

.09

--.05
.20**

5

.15

.08

(.74)

7

-.05

.10

.15

.11

.02

-.11

.12

.19*

.14

.23**

.30**

.63**

(.96)

8

.13

.41**

.22** -.05

.10

.17*

.25**

.13

-.25** .08

-.11

-.06

--.00

6

.39**

.13

.16*

.20*

.28**

.22**

.28**

(.91)

9

.19*

.06

-.02

-.05

.11

.69**

(.82)

10

.16*

.02

.00

-.03

.10

(.85)

11

.21*

.55**

.35**

.19*

--

12

.02

.23**

.38**

--

13

.16

.29**

--

14

.08

--

15

(.85)

16

Note. Alpha coefficients for multi-item scales are reported in parentheses along the diagonal. Averages are presented for emotional
intelligence and mentoring received. All scores from Time 1 except outcome variables. **p < 0.01; *p <0.05. Two-tailed tests.

.03

.10

13. Time in position

.25**

.35**

12. Job level

.23**

.18*
.02
.20*

5. Promotions index
.27**
6. Δ Promotions
-.07
7. External marketability .31**

.31**

.09

4. Eigenvector centrality .27**

.47**

(.84)

2

2. Emotional intelligence .42**

(.76)

1

Correlation matrix

1. Proactive personality

Table 4.3

Table 4.4

Main effects of mentoring provided and network centrality on objective
career success (Hypothesis 1)

Work experience
Time in current position
Employees supervised
Mentoring received (T1)
Age
Job level
Mentoring provided (T1)
R2
Total R2
ΔF

Promotions
index
Model 1
.08
-.02
.13
.02
.27*
--.23**
.04
.27**
6.96

Note: **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05. Two-tailed tests.
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Promotion
receipt
Model 2
.14
.05
.08
-.08
---.10
.06
--.04
0.34

External
Internal
marketability marketability
Model 3
Model 4
-.07
-.01
.13
.22**
.02
-.15
.02
.44**
----.11
.17
.28**
-.15
.05
.01
.15**
.23**
8.14
3.00

Table 4.5

Main effects of mentoring provided and network centrality on subjective
career success and personal learning (Hypotheses 2 and 3)

Work experience
Time in current position
Employees supervised
Mentoring received (T2)
Job level
Mentoring provided (T2)
R2
Total R2
ΔF

Career satisfaction
(Self)
(Peer)
Model 5
Model 6
.04
.04
.10
.05
-.09
-.15
.37**
.36**
.23*
.21*
.17*
.23**
.02
.04
.28**
.28**
4.14
7.56

Note: **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05. Two-tailed tests.
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Relational Personal skill
job learning development
Model 7
Model 8
-.05
-.02
-.12
-.10
-.07
-.14
.18*
.19*
.05
.03
.32**
.39**
.08
.11
.15**
.18**
12.92
19.99
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SE
.021
.011
.004
.002
.006
.002
.006
.002
.004
.002
.004
.002

LL
.036
-.007
.016
.000a
-.010
.001
.006
-.001
.002
.000a
.006
-.001

Note: The same measures were used in the mediation analyses as were used to test the hypothesized main effects.
**p < 0.01; *p < 0.05. Two-tailed tests. 5,000 bootstrap samples. †The 95% bootstrapped confidence interval for the indirect
effect does not include zero. aDoes not contain zero before rounding.

Personal skill development

Relational job learning

Career satisfaction

Internal marketability

External marketability

Direct effect of mentoring provided
Indirect effect of network centrality
Direct effect of mentoring provided
Indirect effect of network centrality
Direct effect of mentoring provided
Indirect effect of network centrality
Direct effect of mentoring provided
Indirect effect of network centrality
Direct effect of mentoring provided
Indirect effect of network centrality
Direct effect of mentoring provided
Indirect effect of network centrality

Effect
.077**
.012
.025**
.002†
.001
.005†
.002**
.004
.010*
.004†
.014*
.002

Direct and indirect effects of mentoring provided, network centrality, and career outcomes (Hypothesis 4)

Promotions index

Outcome

Table 4.6

UL
.118
.036
.034
.006
.012
.009
.030
.009
.020
.008
.021
.006

CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND FUTURE WORK
In my dissertation, I developed and tested a model of mentoring, career success,
and personal learning. Using a multi-wave sample of 150 employees, I provide support
which shows that mentoring others is related to a mentor’s achievement of a variety of
career success outcomes valuable in today’s workplaces. Specifically, I demonstrate that
the amount of mentoring provided is related to the amount of promotions the employee
receives and external marketability. I also report that the amount of mentoring provided
is positively related to a mentor’s career satisfaction and personal learning. I also
reviewed the ways providing mentoring may lead to career outcomes and provided a
theoretical explanation to how this process unfolds based upon tenets of social capital
theory (Lin, Cook, & Burt, 2017; Seibert, Kramer, & Liden, 2001). My results also
provided some insight into the ways that mentor characteristics: proactive personality and
emotional intelligence may further influence these relationships. In the remaining section
of my dissertation, I discuss my study’s findings, contributions, and shortcomings along
with recommendations for practice and future research.
The primary goal of this dissertation was to demonstrate further support for the
contention that providing mentor support generates career success for mentors. The
results showed this was supported despite a few null findings. In the pursuit of the main
goal, my dissertation adds value through a number of contributions with theoretical and
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practical implications. Several of these potentially interesting findings were afforded by
some of the unique design elements of the study. First, career success outcomes were
shown unfolding through a developmental network where mentoring occurs
simultaneously, and the sole effect of mentoring provided within the midst of mentoring
received could be seen. Second, empirical work on developmental networks has only
recently started to gain traction (for a review, see Dobrow et al., 2012), and the mentorcentric perspective in development networks is a novel contribution which should spur
further research. In this case, given the important role of mentoring in leadership
development and the responsibility to mentor by many organizational leaders, this work
has the potential to contribute outside of mentoring research in the leadership literature
where the study of mentoring is paralleled but often neglected (Day, Fleenor, Atwater,
Sturm, & McKee, 2014; Solansky, 2010).
Third, in direct response to calls to investigate mentoring and career success
outside of a cross-sectional design (e.g., Allen, 2007; Allen et al., 2017; Bozionelos, 2004;
Dobrow et al., 2012; Ghosh & Reio, 2013), my study generated some additional support for

the hypothesis that providing mentoring leads to external marketability, as an objective
career success outcome, with a time-lag. My dissertation further demonstrates that
mentoring provided is positively related to promotions received and external
marketability.
My study utilized a relatively short time-lag of a few months which inherently
came with pros and cons. On one side, it is encouraging that support for external
marketability (among others) could be shown as an important criterion in today’s
expeditious careers, where shorter tenures and faster socialization are often expected;
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however, the study window was also likely not long enough to capture meaningful
variance in promotions. An alternative explanation is that I offered a broad definition of
‘promotions’ in the study consistent with previous research (e.g., Seibert, Kraimer, &
Liden, 2001). Although having many employees report receiving a significant change in
their responsibilities or job level speaks highly of employee engagement, the
conventional viewpoint of a promotion moving someone to higher levels of the
organizational hierarchy was muddied. This occurrence could be due to the organization
having broadly defined roles and shifting employees into various work groups, a practice
congruent with more fluid organizational structures (Hatch, 1999). In other words, as a
practical point, while having a higher than expected number of employees reporting
promotions is likely beneficial to the organization, my operationalization proved
detrimental to finding support for my hypothesis (in the traditional sense of promotions)
within my study window and organizational context.
The results also indicated that mentoring provided had differential effects on
internal and external marketability. This was an intriguing finding for multiple reasons.
The finding conflicts with previous studies which found support for marketability
congruently (e.g., De Vos et al., 2011; Spurk et al., 2016). Alternatively, the contention
that external and internal marketability move together could itself be an errant hypothesis
which further speaks to the dynamism of career success (Abele & Spurk, 2009). In
practical terms, when an employee feels their contributions are valued at their current
organization, their contributions may not have the same value externally. Vice versa,
when an employee enhances their external marketability by providing mentoring support
to others, it may not coincide with any increases in value at their current organization
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despite other positive outcomes. With marketability becoming an emerging criterion of
career success, future research should consider the possibility that the two types may not
move in tandem. This finding also has some theoretical implications to discuss later in
the chapter.
Fourth, my dissertation demonstrates the unique influence of mentoring provided
on the key outcomes of career satisfaction, relational job learning, and personal skill
development. Although personal learning outcomes are well understood from the
protégé’s perspective (Lankau & Scandura, 2002), similar evidence has yet to been
shown from the mentor’s perspective. This research aids our understanding in this area
by demonstrating that mentoring others is positively related to the personal skill
development and relational job learning of mentors. It also provides evidence that
mentoring others is a gratifying experience which accounts for career satisfaction above
and beyond receiving mentoring support.
Fifth, this study also made a significant theoretical contribution in explaining how
mentors generative positive career outcomes for themselves and how this process unfolds
under tenets of social capital theory (e.g., Adler & Kwon, 2002; Seibert, Kraimer, &
Liden, 2001). In this dissertation, I evaluated network centrality as the intervening
mechanism which underpins these relationships. I found that network centrality mediated
the relationships between mentoring provided and external marketability, internal
marketability, and relational job learning. Network centrality did not mediate the
relationship between mentoring provided and career satisfaction nor did it mediate the
relationship between mentoring provided and personal skill development. Although my
hypothesis ultimately had mixed support, this is a meaningful finding. Together, these
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findings indicate that being centrally located within a developmental network explains
how mentors gain marketability and learn about important relationships in the firm
(relational job learning) from the mentoring support they provide to others. As mentors
provide support to others, they build social capital and move toward more centrally
located positions in the firm which leads to the career outcomes of marketability and
relational learning. On the other hand, the findings also suggest that network centrality
does not provide an adequate explanation to how mentors gain satisfaction or develop
personal skills through mentoring others. In this capacity, mentors feel satisfied and
learn personal skills regardless of any changes to their location in the firm’s
developmental network.
The results indicated that a mentor’s developmental network, reflecting their
stock of social capital within the firm, influences their external and internal marketability
as well as their understanding of relationships in the organization. As mentors provide
more mentoring, they build a network of relationships and create stocks of social capital.
Mentors can then draw upon their developmental network and stores of social capital to
learn more about key relationships in the firm and improve their marketability. In other
words, these outcomes are heavily determined by the social capital generated from the
mentor’s relationships with key members of the firm. Conversely, network centrality did
not significantly influence the satisfaction or personal skills a mentor gained from
mentoring others. This means that a mentor still experienced career satisfaction and
developed personal skills unchanged by their individual location within the firm’s
developmental network. In each case, a mentor reaps rewards from their investments in
social relationships, but where the maintenance relationships with other centrally located
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members is impactful to a mentor’s marketability and relational job learning, it does not
have the same effect on a mentor’s career satisfaction or personal skill development. In
this regard, this research provides a specific application of social capital theory from a
mentoring perspective.
This study also explored characteristics of successful mentors with emotional
intelligence and proactive personality. I posited that these characteristics would have
moderating effects on the relationship between mentoring provided, network centrality,
and career outcomes. However, I did not find support for these moderation hypotheses.
These results occurred despite a strong main effect between proactive personality and
network centrality as well as robust main effects between mentoring provided, these
characteristics, and career outcomes. The chief potential explanation for not finding
support for these moderating hypotheses was due to not enough variance in these
characteristics being found in my sample as most employees sampled rated moderate-tohigh on these dimensions. As noted earlier, an emerging area of research gaining traction
is the predictive power of traits in determining an individual’s location in a network
(Fang et al., 2015). As such, my findings suggest that proactive personality would be
valuable in supporting this endeavor. My results also provided some value in
demonstrating that emotional intelligence and proactive personality were both positively
and significantly associated with the amount of mentoring an employee provides. This
finding indicates that employees high in emotional intelligence and proactive personality
are more likely to provide mentoring support to others.
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Limitations and potential for future research
This dissertation is not without limitations which should be considered when
evaluating my results. First, a noted boundary condition of this study was limiting the
scope to individuals within the organization. Conceptually, partitioning this section of a
developmental network matches that of mentoring networks, and the individuals within
the organization aligns with social network and career success outcomes as a mentor’s
stock of social capital is predominantly within the firm. However, it is possible that a
mentor provides considerable mentoring outside of the firm which could influence their
career growth such as the ability to gain meaningful employment at another firm.
Second, although this study surveyed employees at multiple times, the time
window was short in nature over 2.5 months. While I believe this offered value in
demonstrating that some valuable career outcomes can be experienced in a short
timeframe, it likely did not offer enough time for promotions to be experienced as a result
of the mentoring an employee provides to others.
Third, although some data (e.g., time in current position and tenure) were
provided objectively by the organization and network centrality was partially generated
from relationships reported by others in the firm, the data used in my dissertation was
predominantly self-reported by the mentors themselves. Although the consideration of
career outcomes with a subjective flair in marketability, promotions, and personal
learning was a key feature of the study, which I believe bears practical implications and
encouraging avenues for future work, my intent is not to suggest that more traditional
career success criteria are not still important. Further research may want to explore some
of the more traditional measures of career success like salary in an objective manner.
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Finally, although the studied organization is quite generalizable to the broader
population overall, it is important to discuss how my findings could potentially differ in
other organizational contexts. This study took place in a fluid organization with broadly
defined roles that is fostering of mentoring behavior, characteristics often found in
successful organizations today (Lepak & Snell, 2002). These favorable conditions may
help explain null findings regarding internal marketability. Mentoring contributions
could be diluted in the midst of many individuals providing support to others. It is
potentially interesting to consider how these results may be different in an organization
that is less conducive to network mentoring or more regimented in nature. Furthermore,
considering the strength of the organization’s culture, the organization studied may have
unconsciously selected and retained employees who score high on positive mentor
characteristics, whereas another organization may not value these qualities to the same
degree. Future research may want to consider alternative contexts (i.e. organizations less
conducive to mentoring behavior) in exploring how providing mentoring influences
career success (Ramaswami, Dreher, Bretz, Wiethoff, 2010).
Closing Theoretical Implications
Delving deeper, there were two findings which revealed an even more intriguing
story. As discussed, the amount of mentoring provided was positively related to external
marketability, yet it was not significantly related to a mentor’s perception of internal
marketability. This finding was unexpected, but it is quite meaningful. Namely, because
studying mentoring within a developmental network allowed for the effects of mentoring
provided and received to be evaluated simultaneously. With years of work experience,
time in current position, number of employees supervised, and job level as covariates,
74

mentoring received was not significantly related to external marketability (β = .01, p =
.88), yet mentoring provided was (β = .28, p < .01). However, mentoring provided was
not significant in determining internal marketability. Variance in internal marketability
was subsumed by the amount of mentoring received (β = .44, p < .01), and mentoring
provided had an insignificant effect (β = -.15, p = .11).
This finding is interesting because it not only supports the contention that
mentoring is a cost, investment, and valuable resource but also demonstrates that
mentoring influences an employee’s perceptions of marketability. Whereas employees
receiving mentoring strongly coincides with a mentor’s perceptions of value at their
current organization; mentors also realize that their contributions are valuable outside the
firm.
Alongside this finding, this dissertation demonstrated that mentoring provided is
positively related to personal learning and career satisfaction. Although it may take some
time for providing mentoring to translate into objective career success, like promotions or
salary increases, mentoring provided does seem to positively increase perceptions of
growth opportunities and personal learning. These outcomes are then heavily tied to an
individual feeling satisfied with their career progress.
Taken together, these findings support the idea that mentoring may diminish some
of the negative associations that mentors have with experiencing career plateaus (Lentz &
Allen, 2009), as mentors perceive career growth even when not directly advancing up the
organizational hierarchy. However, these findings also point to our lack of understanding
regarding how personal learning unfolds in an organization as an antecedent of career
success and the overall complexity of career success. In this vein, two valuable lines of
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inquiry would be studying these phenomena across three or more time points to more
fully examine individual career trajectories with latent growth analysis and investigating
the potential role of personal learning as an intervening mechanism to experienced career
outcomes (e.g., Abele & Spurk, 2009; Pan, Sun, & Chow, 2011). Future work may want
to explore this potential.
Finally, if mentors perceive that their contributions are valuable outside of the
organization yet perceive limited opportunities for growth internally, then it is reasonable
to ask: why do they choose to stay? It is well understood that there are many factors
which influence an employee’s commitment to an organization. This research is no
exception; commitment is an important consideration with respect to mentoring
(Dhaenens et al., 2018; Payne & Huffman, 2005). For now, we know that when
employees mentor others in the workplace they learn more about relationships, develop
important skills, and feel satisfied with their career progress. Consequently, employees
may heighten their commitment to the organization through investing in social
relationships by mentoring others.
Practical Implications
In addition to some avenues for future research, there are two key conclusions that
I hope practitioners will draw from my dissertation. Collectively, this study provides
strong evidence on top of a growing body of work demonstrating that mentoring others
results in positive career outcomes for mentors. This research shows that mentoring is a
gratifying experience and provides an avenue for personal learning and career growth in
an organization. Given that mentoring can be a significant cost in time and effort for
mentors (Ragins & Scandura, 1999), employees can take solace in knowing that
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mentoring others in the workplace is rewarding for their own careers. Everyone can play
an integral role in employee development and benefit from investments in social
relationships.
In today’s faster-paced workplace full of shorter tenures and lateral moves, there
is an increasing danger of organizations offering employees limited potential for
advancement. In spite of this challenge, organizations have a ripe opportunity to foster
positive outcomes across all levels of the firm by encouraging and tasking individuals
with mentoring responsibilities. By creating a culture that is fostering of mentoring in the
organization, employees have an opportunity to learn and grow leading to satisfied
employees, even in the absence of hierarchical career growth. Being able to provide
mentoring support to others is a marketable skill, and firms can further promote the
development of their employees by encouraging them to serve as mentors.
In conclusion, social capital theory provided a valuable framework to explain how
mentors generate career success from the mentoring support they provide to others in
their developmental network. At the intersection of the social network, social capital, and
mentoring literatures, this dissertation demonstrated support for several dynamic career
success outcomes important in today’s expeditious career landscape with marketability,
career satisfaction, and personal learning. In pursuit of the main goal of this dissertation,
I offered several theoretical and empirical contributions which coincide with several
promising directions for future research. My hope is that my dissertation will inspire the
pursuit of these pathways.
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MEASURE ITEMS
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Objective career success measures
Perceived external marketability (Eby et al., 2003)
1. I could easily obtain a comparable job with another employer
2. There are many jobs available for me given my skills and experience
3. Given my skills and experience, other organizations view me as a value-added
resource*
Perceived internal marketability (Eby, Butts, & Lockwood, 2003)
1. My company views me as an asset to the organization
2. Given my skills and experience, the company that I work for views me as a valueadded resource
3. There are many opportunities available for me in my company*
Subjective Career Success Measures
Self-referent Career Satisfaction (Greenhaus, Parasuraman, & Wormley, 1990)
Relative to my career aspirations:
1. I am satisfied with the success I have achieved in my career
2. I am satisfied with the progress I have made toward meeting my overall career
goals
3. I am satisfied with the progress I have made toward meeting my goals for income
4. I am satisfied with the progress I have made toward meeting my goals for
advancement
5. I am satisfied with the progress I have made toward meeting my goals for the
development of new skills
Other-Referent Career Success (Greenhaus et al., 1990; Heslin, 2003)
Relative to my career peers:
1. I am satisfied with the success I have achieved in my career
2. I am satisfied with the progress I have made toward meeting my overall career
goals
3. I am satisfied with the progress I have made toward meeting my goals for income
4. I am satisfied with the progress I have made toward meeting my goals for
advancement
5. I am satisfied with the progress I have made toward meeting my goals for the
development of new skills
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Personal Learning (Lankau & Scandura, 2002)
1. I have gained insight into how another department functions
2. I have increased my knowledge about the organization as a whole
3. I have learned about others' perceptions about me or my job
4. I have increased my understanding of issues and problems outside my job
5. I better understand how my job or department affects others
6. I have a better sense of organizational politics
7. I have learned how to communicate effectively with others
8. I have improved my listening skills
9. I have developed new ideas about how to perform my job
10. I have become more sensitive to others' feelings and attitudes
11. I have gained new skills
12. I have expanded the way I think about things
Items 1-6 represent the relational job learning dimension
Items 7-12 represent the personal skill development of personal learning
Mentoring
Mentoring Functions Questionnaire (MFQ-9) (Pellegrini & Scandura, 2005)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Takes a personal interest in your career
Helps coordinate professional goals
Devotes special time and consideration to your career
You try to model your behavior after
You admire in their ability to motivate others
You respect in their ability to teach others
You can share your personal problems with
You can exchange confidences with
You consider to be a friend

Dreher and Ash’s (1990) 18-item Mentoring Scale
1. Given or recommended you for challenging assignments that present
opportunities to learn new skills?
2. Given or recommended you for assignments that required personal contact with
managers in different parts of the company?
3. Given or recommended you for assignments that increased your contact with
higher level managers?
4. Given or recommended you for assignments that helped you meet new
colleagues?
5. Helped you finish assignments/tasks or meet deadlines that otherwise would have
been difficult to complete?
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6. Protected you from working with other managers or work units before you knew
about their likes/dislikes, opinions on controversial topics, and the nature of the
political environment?
7. Gone out of his/her way to promote your career interests?
8. Kept you informed about what is going on at higher levels in the company or how
external conditions are influencing the company?
9. Conveyed feelings of respect for you as an individual?
10. Conveyed empathy for the concerns and feelings you have discussed with
him/her?
11. Encouraged you to talk openly about anxiety and fears that detract from your
work?
12. Shared personal experiences as an alternative perspective to your problems?
13. Discussed your questions or concerns regarding feelings of competence,
commitment to advancement, relationships with peers and supervisors or
work/family conflicts?
14. Shared history of his/her career with you?
15. Encouraged you to prepare for advancement?
16. Encouraged you to try new ways of behaving on the job?
17. Served as a role model?
18. Displayed attitudes and values similar to your own?
Mentor Characteristics
16-item Wong and Law Emotional Intelligence Scale (WLEIS; Law et al., 2004;
Wong & Law, 2002)
Self-Emotions Appraisal (SEA)
1. I have a good sense of why I have certain feelings most of the time
2. I have good understanding of my own emotions
3. I really understand what I feel
4. I always know whether or not I am happy
Others-Emotions Appraisal (OEA)
1. I always know my friends' emotions from their behavior
2. I am a good observer of others' emotions
3. I am sensitive to the feelings and emotions of others
4. I have good understanding of the emotions of people around me
Use of Emotion (UOE)
1. I always set goals for myself and then try my best to achieve them
2. I always tell myself I am a competent person
3. I am a self-motivating person
4. I would always encourage myself to try my best
Regulation of Emotion (ROE)
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1.
2.
3.
4.

I am able to control my temper so that I can handle difficulties rationally
I am quite capable of controlling my own emotions
I can always calm down quickly when I am very angry
I have good control of my own emotions

Parker’s (1998) Six-item Shortened Version of Bateman and Crant's (1993)
Proactive Personality Scale
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

If I see something I don't like, I fix it
No matter what the odds, if I believe in something I will make it happen
I love being a champion for my ideas, even against others' opposition
I excel at identifying opportunities
I am always looking for better ways to do things*
If I believe in an idea, no obstacle will prevent me from making it happen

Note: *Item was not included in analyses due to low factor loading.
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